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I. INTRODUCTION

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina (the

"Commission" ) on the Combined Application (the "Combined Application" ) of South

Carohna Electric & Gas Company ("SCE&G"or "the Company" ) which was filed with

the Commission on May 30, 2008. That Combined Application seeks a Certificate of

Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and Necessity and for a Base Load

Review Order to construct and operate a two-unit, 2,234 net megawatt ("MW") nuclear

facility to be located at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station ("VCSNS") site near

Jenkinsville, South Carolina (the "plant" or the "Units" ). The Combmed Application was

filed pursuant to the provisions of the Utility Facility Siting and Environmental

' On Friday, February 27, 2009, this Commission issued its Order Approving Combined Application m rhe

above docket The version of the Order issued on that dare accurately contained the tindings of the
Commission. However, some final edits were nor captured due to a server malfunction. This present
version contains final edna which were intended ro be but not captured in rhe February 27 version of the
Order.



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E —ORDER NO. 2009-104(A)
MARCH 2, 7009
PAGE 2

Protection Act, S.C. Code Ann. Ijtj 58-33-10 et seq, (the "Siting Act") and the Base Load

Review Act, S.C. Code Ann. g 58-33-210 et seq. (the "Base Load Review Act").

The Combined Application states that in order to meet the growing needs of its

customers for electric power and to support the continued economic development of the

state of South Carolina, SCE&G plans to construct two AP1000 Advanced Passive Safety

Power Plants ("AP1000") and associated facilities ("Units 2 and 3") approximately one

(I) mile from VCSNS Unit I ("Unit I"). Units 2 and 3 will be constructed by a

consortium consisting of Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC ("Westinghouse" ) and

Stone & Webster, Inc. ("Stone & Webster" ). The anticipated commercial service date for

Unit 2 is April I, 2016, and the anticipated commercial service date for Unit 3 is.lanuary

I, 2019. Units 2 and 3 will be owned by SCE&G and the South Carolina Public Service

Authority ("Santee Cooper" ) jointly. SCE&G will own a 55% undivided share in both

Units and their output and Santee Cooper will own the remainder. SCE&G will be the

operator of the Units.

In its Combined Application, SCE&G also requested that the Commission

approve revised rates to reflect its cost of capital applied to its pro)ected investment in

Units 2 and 3 as of June 30, 2008. The Company requested that the proposed revised

rates be effective on issuance of a base load review order. As requested in the Combined

Application, the proposed average increase to the residential class was 0.52%; small

general service class was 0.48%; medium general service class was 0.51% and large

general service class was 0.44%. The amount and percentage of these rate increases
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would vary by rate schedules within these classes, and individual customer bill increases 

would also vary depending upon actual usage patterns and amount of consumption. 

On June 18, 2008, the Commission's Docketing Department instructed the 

Company to publish by June 30, 2008, a Notice of Filing and Hearing in newspapers of 

general circulation in the areas affected by the Company's Application and to provide a 

copy of that notice to each affected customer by July 31,2008. The Notice of Filing and 

Hearing indicated the nature of the Company's Combined Application and advised all 

interested parties wishing to participate in the docket of the manner and time for 

intervention or appearance as a public witness. On July 31, 2008, the Company filed 

affidavits with the Commission demonstrating that the notice was duly published in 

accordance with the Docketing Department's instructions and certified that a copy of the 

notice was provided to each electric customer in its monthly bill. As attested to in an 

affidavit from the Company's counsel, copies of the Combined Application were also 

served on the chief executive officer of each municipality, and the head of each state and 

local government agency charged with the duty of protecting the environment or of 

planning land use in the area in the county in which any portion of the proposed facility 

will be located. 

Timely petitions to intervene in this docket were received from CMC Steel South 

Carolina ("CMC Steel"), Pamela Greenlaw ("Ms. Greenlaw"), Friends of the Earth 

("FOE"), Mildred A. McKinley ("Ms. McKinley"), Lawrence P. Newton ("Mr. 

Newton"), the South Carolina Energy Users Committee ("SCEUC"), Ruth Thomas ("Ms. 

Thomas"), Maxine Warshauer ("Ms. Warshauer"), Samuel Baker ("Mr. Baker"), and 



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E —ORDER NO. 2009-104(A)
MARCH 2, 2009
PAGE 4

Joseph Wojcicki ("Mr. Wojcicki"). The Office of Regulatory Staff ("ORS") is a party to

the proceedings in this docket pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. tjss 58-4-10(B) (Supp. 2008)

and 58-33-140(l)(b) (Supp. 2008). The South Carohna Department of Health and

Environmental Control ("DHEC"), South Carolina Department of Natural Resources

("DNR"), South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism ("DPRT"), and

the Town of Jenkinsville were listed as parties based on the provisions of S.C Code Ann.

tj 58-33-140 but did not appear or take part in the proceedings. See also $ 58-33-240(B)

(such entities are recognized as parties only "to the extent (that they] seek to appear to

raise issues").

The Commission convened a hearing on this matter on December 1, 2008, with

the Honorable Elizabeth B. Fleming, Chairman, presiding. SCE&G was represented by

K. Chad Burgess, Esqq Mitchell M. Willoughby, Esqq and Belton T. Zeigter, Esq. ORS

was represented by Nanette S. Edwards, Esqd Shannon B. Hudson, Esqq and C. Dukes

Scott, Esq. FOE was represented by Robert Guild, Esq. and SCEUC was represented by

Scott Elliott, Esq. CMC Steel did not appear at the hearing. Ms. Greenlaw, Ms.

Warshauer, and Mr Wojcicki each appeared pro se. At the commencement of the

hearing, Mr. Newton waived his right to participate as an intervenor and instead made a

statement as a public witness. Ms. Thomas did not appear at the hearing due to health

issues but, without objection, Ms. Greenlaw was permitted to sponsor the testimony of

one witness whose testimony Ms. Thomas had caused to be prefiled m the docket. See

Commission Order No. 2008-797. Ms. McKinley appeared on the first and third day of

the hearing but not thereafter. The remaining parties did not appear at the hearing.
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In support of the Combined Application, the Company presented the direct

testimony of Kevin B. Marsh, President and Chief Operating Officer of SCE&G; Stephen

A. Byrne, Senior Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer of SCE&G; Jimmy E.

Addison, Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer of SCE&G; E. Elizabeth

Best, Director of Financial Planning and Investor Relations for SCANA Services, Ines

Steven J. Connor, Project Manager for Tetra Tech NUS, Ines Stephen E. Summer, Senior

Environmental Specialist for SCANA Services, Incu Robert B. Whorton, Senior Engineer

for SCE&G; Dr. Joseph M. Lynch, Manager of Resource Planning for SCE&G; David K.

Pickles, Southern Region Vice President for the Energy Efficiency Practice for ICF

International; Hubert C. Young, III, Manager of Transmission Planning for SCE&G; and

Kenneth R. Jackson, Vice President, Regulatory Matters for SCANA Services, Inc.

SCE&G Witnesses Byrne, Addison, Lynch and Jackson provided rebuual testimony in

addition to their direct testimony.

The ORS presented the direct testimony of A. Randy Watts, Program Manager of

the Electnc Department; Malini R. Gandhi, Deputy Director of Auditing; Douglas H.

Carlisle, Jr., Economist; Dr. Zhen Zhu, Senior Consulting Economist with C. H.

Guernsey and Company; George W. Evans, Vice President of Slater Consulting; William

R. Jacobs, Vice President of GDS Associates, Ines Jerry W. Smith, Senior Consultant at

C. H. Guernsey and Company; and Mark W. Crisp, Managing Consultant of C. H.

Guernsey and Company.

SCEUC offered the direct testimony of Kevin W. O'Donnell, CFA, President of

Nova Energy Consultants, Inc. FOE presented the direct and surrebuttal testimony of
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Nancy Brockway of Brockway & Associates. Ms. Thomas presented the direct and

surrebuttal testimony of Dr. Ronald P. Wilder of the Moore School of Business,

University of South Carolina.

The Commission also heard from 26 public witnesses during sessions held on

December 1, 2008, and December 3, 2008.

II. STATUTORY STANDARDS AND REQUIRED FINDINGS

At the outset, we find that SCE&G is a privately owned electric utility which has

its principal offices in Columbia, South Carolina, and has a service territory which

includes the metropolitan areas of Charleston, Columbia, Beaufort and Aiken and many

other smaller cities, towns, and rural areas in the state. SCE&G is subject to the

Commission's jurisdiction pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. (j 58-27-10, er seq. This

proceeding concerns a Combined Application filed under the Siting Act and the Base

Load Review Act and includes a request for the establishment of revised rates as

provided for in the Base Load Review Act. S.C. Code Ann. $ 58-33-270(A)(2).

Pursuant to the Siting Act the Commission must determine:

1. The basis of the need for the facility. S.C. Code Ann; 58-33-160(1)(a);

2. The nature of the probable environmental impact. S.C. Code Ann. 1)58-33-

160(D(b);

3. That the impact of the facility upon the environment is justified, considering the

state of available technology and the nature and economics of the various

alternatives and other pertinent considerations. S.C. Code Ann. ss 58-33-

160(1)(c);



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E - ORDER NO. 2009-1 04(A) 
MARCH 2, 2009 
PAGE 7 

4.	 That the facilities will serve the interests of system economy and reliability. 

S.c. Code Ann. §§ 58-33-270(A)(2); 58-33-160(l)(d); 

5.	 That there is reasonable assurance that the proposed facility will conform to 

applicable state and local laws and regulations issued thereunder, including any 

allowable variance provisions therein, except that the Commission may refuse 

to apply any local law or local regulation that is unreasonably restrictive. S.c. 

Code Ann. §58-33-160(l)(e); 

6.	 That public convenience and necessity require the construction of the facility. 

S.c. Code Ann. §5 8-33-160( I)(f). 

In addition, pursuant to the Base Load Review Act ("the Act") the Commission 

must issue findings that establish: 

7.	 The reasonableness and prudence of the utility's decision to proceed with 

construction of the plant considering the information available to the utility at 

the time. S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(A)(1); 

8.	 The anticipated construction schedule for the plant construction including 

contingencies. S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(B)(I); 

9.	 The anticipated components of capital costs and the anticipated schedule for 

incurring them, including specified contingencies. S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33­

270(B)(2); 

10. The return on equity for setting revised rates established in conformity with 

Section 58-33-220(16). S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(B)(3); 
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11.The choice of the specific type of unit or units and major components of the

plant. S.C. Code Ann. Ij 58-33-270(B)(4);

12. The qualification and selection of principal contractors and suppliers for

construction of the plant. S.C. Code Ann. tj 58-33-270(B)(5);

13. The inflation indices used by the utihty for costs of plant construction, covering

major cost components or groups of related cost components. S.C. Code Ann. $

58-33-270(B)(6);

14. The specific initial revised rates reflecting the utility's current investment in the

plant. S.C. Code Ann. (j 58-33-270(C); and

15. The rate design and class allocation factors to be used in calculating revised

rates related to the plant. S.C. Code Ann. Ij 58-33-270(D).

In making these determinations, the Commission is mindful that a Base Load

Review Order constitutes a "final and binding determination that a plant is used and

useful for utility purposes" and that the plant's "capital costs are properly included in

rates'* contingent only upon the construction of the plant within the parameters of "the

approved construction schedule including contingencies; and . , the approved capital

costs estimates including specified contingencies. " Id at tj 58-33-275(A). According to

the Act, "[s]o.. . long as the plant is constructed or being constructed in accordance with

the approved schedules, estimates, and projections set forth in Section 58-33-270(B)(1)

and 58-33-270(B)(2), as adjusted by the inflation indices set forth in Section

58-33-270(B)(6), the utility must be allowed to recover its capital costs related to the

plant through revised rate filings or general rate proceedings. *' Id, at $ 58-33-275(C).
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This Order is the first base load review Order issued by the Commission.

Consistent with the intent of the Base Load Review Act, the ORS has conducted an

extensive audit and examination of SCE&G's decision to construct the Units and the

contracts, designs, and permits under which they will be constructed. In doing so, the

ORS relied on the expertise of iis staff supplemented by outside consultants with

extensive experience in power plant construction, construction contracting, resource

planning, transmission planning, load modeling, economics, and environmental and

nuclear permitting. As the record shows, this ORS team conducted a detailed audit and

evaluation of all aspects of the Company's decision to proceed with construction of Units

2 and 3 and the plan for doing so, including the design and licensing of the proposed

Units, and the Engineering, Procurement and Construction contract for their construction.

Other parties have conducted similar reviews, and the Company has submitted extensive

testimony from multiple witnesses concerning all aspects of the decision to construct

these Units. At the hearing in this matter, the Commission heard from 22 witnesses

including SCE&G's senior leadership and the experts sponsored by the ORS and the

intervenors. The rulings that follow are based on the record produced as a result of this

testimony and analysis.

111. SITING ACT FINDINGS

A. The Basis for the Need for the Facility

Under the Sitmg Act, the Commission must find and determine the "basis of the

need for the proposed facility. " S.C. Code Ann. 9 58-33-160(1)(a). As Company

President Marsh testified, SCE&G presently serves more than 640,000 electric customers
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in 24 counties in central and southern South Carolina. To meet the needs of those

customers, SCE&G owns and/or operates ten coal-fired fossil fuel units (2,484 MW), one

cogeneration facility (90 MW), eight combmed cycle gas turbine/steam generator units

(gas/oil fired, 1,319 MW), eighteen peaking turbines (347 MW), five hydroelectric

generating plants (227 MW), one pumped storage facility (576 MW) and a two-thirds

share (644 MW) of Unit I which it owns jointly with Santee Cooper. In 2007, the total

net generating capability of all SCEgcG facilities was 5,687 MW and its total supply

capacity, when supplemented by two relatively small long-term purchases, was 5,745

MWs. This capacity was used to serve a 2007 peak demand of 5,248 MW, which resulted

in an on-system reserve margin of approximately 9eyc. (Tr. Il, p. 150, l. 3 —6.) To serve

its customers reliably, and to account for extreme weather, unanticipated plant outages,

and forecast uncertainties, SCE&G must maintain a certain amount of capacity above its

forecasted peak demand in reserve, SCE&G's established reserve margin target is 12N

to 18' of forecasted peak demand, a target supported by the ORS's expert witness,

George W. Evans. (Tr. VI, p. 1338, I. 13 —15; Tr. VIII, p. 2000, I. 22 and Hearing

Exhibit 20, GWE-I.)

As set forth in Exhibit G to the Combined Application, and as testified to by

Company witness Lynch, the Company forecasts that its firm territorial demand will

grow 1.7e e per year over the next 15 years. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-I, p. I —3.) In his

load forecast, Dr. Lynch assumed that future demand growth will be reduced or off-set by

the new federal efficiency standards for heating and air conditioning units, new federal

' Tc prnwde Ihe necessary reserve margin in 2009, SCE&G made shnnderm off-system capamty
purchases to supplement the 9'I in system reserve margin referenced above
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standards for residential and commercial lighting efficiency, and by the expiration of

current wholesale contracts with the Cities of Orangeburg and Greenwood and the North

Carolina Electric Membership Corporation. (Tr VI, p. 1334, l. 3 —15.) For those

reasons, Dr. Lynch's 1.7% demand growth forecast is substantially less than SCE&G's

historical retail load growth of approximately 2.5% per year during the past 15 years.

(Tr. VI, p. 1334, l. 7 —p. 1335 l. 22.)

Nevertheless, in light of anticipated demand growth, SCE&G's reserve margin

will decline to 2% by 2016 unless new generating capacity is added before then. Adding

the capacity represented by SCE&G's ownership portion of Unit 2 to the system in 20 I 6

would increase SCE&G's reserve margin from 2% to 13% in that year. By 2019, the

reserve margin would fall to -3.9% if no new generation has been added in the interim.

Adding Umt 2 in 2016 and Unit 3 in 2019 would increase SCE&G*s 2019 reserve margin

to 16.8%. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-I, p. 1.)

Dr. Lynch and Mr. Marsh also testified that demand growth is only part of the

need SCE&G seeks to meet by adding Units 2 and 3. According to these witnesses, for

the past 12 years, the Company has met demand growth on its system by adding peaking

and intermediate resources to its generation fleet. As a result, they testified that the

Company now has a specific need to add additional base load capacity to its system. (Tr

II, p. 150, 1. 14 —p. 160, l. 4; Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. I —11.)

' The reserve margins that Dr. Lynch Forecasts with the additions of Units 2 and 3 are within

SCEdcG established range of target reserve margin. Even so, it is not unusual for ihe Company to exceed
that target margin m years when new base load or intermediate capamty is added to SCE&G's system.
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Some intervenors challenged the reliability of SCE&G load forecasts as a basis

for assessing the need to construct Units 2 and 3. Those challenges included contentions

I) that load forecasts like Dr. Lynch*s are generally too uncertain to support a decision as

to the need for new capacity in 2016 and 2019; 2) that Dr. Lynch's load forecasts do not

suitably account for additional Demand Side Management ("DSM") related reductions in

load growth that may occur in the future; and 3) that it is imprudent to rely on current

load forecasts in light of the sharp economic downturn that the nation is currently

experiencing. Certain of the intervenors also challenged the Company*s testimony

indicating that it has a specific need for base load generation in the 2016 and 2019 time

period. Each of these challenges is discussed below.

l. The General Reliability of SCE&G's Load Forecasts

The ORS's expert witness, Dr. Zhu, testified that SCE&G's load forecasts

incorporate extensive economic data and analysis and are based on data and

methodologies that are consistent with accepted industry standards and practices.

(Tr. VIII, p. 1967, l. 7 —13.) As pmt of the ORS audit of the Company's filing, Dr Zhu

conducted a detailed review and analysis of Dr. Lynch's forecasts. To measure the

accuracy of these forecasts, Dr. Zhu compared Dr. Lynch's forecasts over the past seven

(7) years with actual growth rates on SCE&G's system. (Tr. VIII, p. 1967, 1.14-1.21;

Hearing Exhibit 19, ZZ-3.) He also compared SCE&G's forecasted demand growth rates

with the forecasted demand growth rates of other utilities in the region. (Tr. VIII, p.

1963, I. 11 —13.) Dr. Zhu's conclusion was that Dr. Lynch's forecasts are reasonable.

(Tr. VIII, p. 1970, I. 16-17.) Dr. Zhu stated that in determining need, SCE&G forecasted
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total energy sales growth and peak demands. Over the next 15 years, from 2008 to 2022,

according to the Company's May 2008 update to its Integrated Resource Plan, total

energy sales growth is forecast to grow an average of 1.3% per year, and the firm

territorial summer peak and winter peak demands are projected to increase at 1.7% a

year. (Tr. VHI, p. 1963, I. 5-8.) Dr. Zhu also concluded that the resulting load growth

rates for SCEdtG are consistent with the forecasts of other regional utilities. (Tr. Vill, p.

1963, l. 11 —13.) The FOE assertion that much has happened since the Company's IRP

issuance may be factually true, but this Commission believes that the Company's

forecasting makes allowances for these occurrences, as discussed below.

Dr. Zhu concluded that Dr. Lynch's current forecast tends to take a conservative

approach to measuring demand growth. For instance, the current forecast does not

assume that any wholesale load will replace the wholesale contracts with the City of

Orangeburg, the City of Greenwood and the North Carolina Electnc Membership

Corporation that will expire during the planning period. Dr. Zhu's opinion is further

supported by Company witness Marsh's testimony that current forecasts do not assume

that any new electric technologies or applications like electric vehicles place substantial

loads on the system. (Tr. VIII, p. 1965, l. 15 —1.19; Tr. Vill, p. 1968, I. 3 —11; see also

Tr. H, p. 159, I. 5 —16.) The 1.7% demand growth rate that Dr. Lynch denved from these

forecasts is 35% less than histoncal growth rates for the prior 15 year period. As Dr. Zhu

testified, the conservative nature of these assumptions creates results that tend to

understate the need for Units 2 and 3 rather than overstate that need. (Tr. VIII, p. 1968, I.

3 —4)
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The reasonableness of Dr. Lynch's load forecast was also supported by Mr. Marsh

who testified from an operational standpoint concerning the growth that the Company has

experienced during the last 12 years. Mr. Marsh testified that SCE&G serves some of the

most rapidly growing areas in South Carolina. According to his testimony, over the past

twelve years, SCEdkG has added some 149,000 new customers, which amounts to a 3 IN

percent increase. (Tr. II, p. 153, 1. 15 —17,) Net of retirements, SCErtkG installed 2,413

miles of new overhead line, 3,014 miles of new underground line, 86,065 new

distribution transformers and 139,988 new service poles on its system since 1996. (Tr. 11,

p. 153, l. 17 —20.) Mr. Marsh testified that while territorial growth rates may be slowed

by the current economic downturn, the areas SCEIkG serves will continue to be anractive

places for residential and commercial growth in future years, and growth is anticipated to

continue over the long term. (Tr. Il, p, 188, 1. 9-20.)

Certain of the intervenors, and FOE Witness Brockway, argued that inaccuracies

in utility demand forecasts in the 1960s and 1970s led to an overbuild in base load

capacity during that period. (Tr. III, p. 417, I. 5 —8.) They contended that the

Company's current demand forecasts should be discounted in light of past forecasts, and

that the Company's application should be denied. However, the intervenors produced no

specific evidence or expert analysis indicating that Company's current load forecasts are

inaccurate in any specific way. The intervenors did not rebut Dr. Zhu's testimony

concerning the detailed review and analysis he conducted of Dr. Lynch's forecasts, nor

did they conduct any such review themselves.
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The record shows that the forecasting errors of thirty years ago were based on

specific conditions that are not present today. Specifically, thirty years ago, utilities were

projecting compound growth rates of 6ao -7'lo. (Tr. III, p. 310, l. 12 —20.) Current

demand projections are much lower, and are driven by new customers coming on the

system more than by assumptions of increased power consumption by existing customers

as were the forecasts in the 1960s and 1970s. (Tr. III, p. 310, l. 21 —p. 311, l. 4; Tr. Vl, p.

1353, 1.4 —1. 10.) The record does not support the conclusion that SCE&G's current

forecasts are subject to the same sorts of errors as were contained in demand forecasts of

thirty years ago.

2. Accounting for Puture DSM Effects

Several of the intervenors suggested that Dr. Lynch's forecasts were inaccurate

because they failed to take into account the possible reductions in demand growth due to

future DSM programs and increased conservation efforts by customers. The record,

however, shows that SCE&G has included substantial reductions in demand due to

current and forecasted DSM efforts in its forecasts, and that its resource plans provide

room for increased DSM contributions even if Units 2 and 3 are built. (Tr. H, p. 165, l. 8—

—p. 169, 1. 5; Tr. Vl, p. 1335, 1. 4 —p. 1336, 1. 7; Tr. Vl, p. 1350, 1. 16 —p. 1353, 1. 16; Tr.

VI, p. 1361, l. 13 —18.)

There are two principal types of DSM programs. Demand reduction DSM

programs involve efforts to shift use of power away from peak periods. By shifting the

time of energy use, such programs reduce the growth in the utility's peak demand.

Energy efficiency programs involve efforts to reduce customers' overall energy
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consumption. Dependmg on the appliance or end use involved, energy efficiency

programs may or may not materially affect peak demand.

a. Demand Reduction Programs

As Dr. Lynch testified, SCE&G has a very active demand reduction program

which includes its interruptible load program, its standby generation program, its real

time pricing program and its time-of-use rates These programs are currently reducing

SCE&G's peak demand by approximately 200 MW or by more than 4%. (Tr. VI,

p 1346, I. 15 — 18.) Dr. Lynch provided data showing that this 4% reduction is well

above industry standards for utilities in this region, and above the national average, which

is between 2% and 3%. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. 5, Tr. VI, p. 1347, l. 1-7.) In

addition, SCE&G uses two major generation sources, its Fairfield Pumped Storage Plant

(576 MW) and Saluda Hydro (206 MW) as peak shaving units. The use of these units

further flattens SCE&G's peak demand and reduces the need for additional capacity on

its system to serve customers' peak requirements. (Tr. VI, p. 1347, l. I —7; Tr. VI, p.

1377, l. 19-22.)

However, as Dr. Lynch testified, demand-related DSM programs can reach a

point of diminishing returns as existing programs flatten peak demand and customers

have to be interrupted for longer and longer periods to move their loads outside what has

become a longer peak period. (Tr. VI, p. 1346, l. 15 —p. 1349, I. 11.) Dr. Lynch testified

that given SCE&G's load shape, and the current level of parumpation in demand

response programs, customers would need to agree to be interrupted for a total of two

weeks a year to remove another 100 MW of demand from the system. (Tr. VI, p. 1348, l.
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1 —7.) In addition, as the required time of interruption is extended, the ability of the

utility to rely on customers remaining on the program for the long term and interrupting

or deferring their energy use as agreed is reduced.

b. Energy Efficiency Programs

The other category of DSM programs is energy efficiency programs. Like other

utilities regulated by this Commission, SCE&G embarked on extensive energy efficiency

programs in the 1980's but these programs were significantly scaled back, with

Commission approval, in the 1990's.

Currently, SCE&G has two categories of energy efficiency programs: customer

information programs and energy conservation programs. (Tr. VI, p. 1349, l. 14-15.).

SCE&G*s customer information programs include its Annual Energy Campaign which

seeks to educate the company's customers about energy efficiency, and World Wide Web

("Web") based services programs which allow customers to analyze their individual

consumption patterns. (Tr. Vl, pp. 1350, l. 3-8.). Dr. Lynch testified that 174,000

SCE&G customers are registered for Web based account access; and 20'lo of commercial

consumption is provided under time-of-use or real-time-pricing rates. (Tr. Vl, pp. 1350,

I. 20-1351, I. 3-4.).

FOE argues in its brief that Company "information only" programs do not

represent a serious attempt to reduce customer usage or peak, and that information alone

is typically not enough to motivate a choice of the alternative. (FOE Brief at 16.) Further

FOE opines that registering for mternet access to obtain efficiency guidelines does not

tell us what actions the customers have taken that have saved kilowatt hours, nor does the
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fact that 20% of commercial sales are made on TOU or RTP rates demonstrate that 

customers taking service on these rates have done anything to achieve greater efficiency 

or move load off peak. (ld.) 

We believe that SCE&G could have done more in general with its energy 

efficiency programs in the past, especially in regard to expansion of residential energy 

efficiency programs, and also believe that the Company is committed to improving its 

effectiveness going forward. However, action by customers must first start with 

obtaining the information on DSM methodologies. The availability of TOU or RTP rates 

gives consumers the wherewithal to be both more efficient in their use of energy, and to 

move load off-peak. Without the provision of information on the availability and use of 

these rates, customers simply cannot reduce usage or shift usage to off-peak hours. We 

note that the Company is hiring additional energy auditors to perform residential audits, 

and instituting fUl1her studies and programs which would aid residential and commercial 

consumers in energy saving methodologies. We expect that gains will be made in 

effectively communicating information on the DSM programs. (Tr. VI, p. 1351, I. 12-13.) 

Also like other utilities, SCE&G is in the process of revitalizing its energy 

efficiency programs in light of current energy prices, general economic conditions and 

the increased environmental concerns of its customers. As discussed below, SCE&G's 

witnesses testified that the Company is conducting a comprehensive study of potential 

new DSM offerings and is preparing to present a new suite of DSM programs for 

Commission review and approval in 2009. (Tr. VII, p. 1562, I. 13 - 20.) 
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Certain of the intervenors contend that the Company's demand forecasts cannot

be relied on to predict future load until the effects of these new DSM programs can be

evaluated. However, as discussed above, SCEtfcG's outside energy efficiency consultant

Mr. Pickles testified that significant demand reductions due to the effects of current

energy efficiency and demand reductions programs are already embedded in Dr. Lynch's

forecasts. " (Tr. VII, p. 1564, I, 4 —19; Tr. VII, p. 1612, l. 15 —22; see also, Tr, VI, p,

1357, l. 12 —22.) In addition, Dr. Lynch's forecasts were adjusted to include a further

5e% reduction in retail sales over the period 2011-2019due to anticipated increases in the

efficiency of heating and air conditioning units and residential and commercial lighting.

(Tr VI, p. 1358, l. 10 —16; Tr. VII, p. 1612, I, 15 —22 )

In response to the intervenors' claims, Dr. Lynch modeled SCErycG's future load

assuming an additional 0.50 percentage point reduction in annual energy demand growth

per year due to additional DSM programs He found that this reduction had no material

effect on the need for Units 2 and 3. (Tr. Vl, p. 1358, I 5 —7.) By comparison, utilities

in the Southeast averaged only a0. 16 percentage point reduction in energy demand

growth due to DSM programs in 2006. (Tr. VI, p. 1382, I. 10 - 12.) As both Dr. Lynch

and Mr. Pickles testified, the available data and analysis all indicate that the achievable

reduction in demand growth from increased energy efficiency programs will not

'
In this regard, it should be noted Ihat the 209 MW savings usted as the DSM contnbution lo

meeting peak requirements in the SCE&G Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP") represents only the supply-
side contribution ro meeting demand represented by the amount of load that SCEdtG interrupts on short
notice to meet its capacity reserve requirements during system peaks. tn other words, the 209 MW is thai

panion of interruptible load that can be counted as a generation resource available to meet peak load

Energy efficieocy programs reduce system demand and are embedded in the load fomcast that rs pan of the
IRP analysis.



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E —ORDER NO. 2009-104(A)
MARCH 2, 2009
PAGE 20

materially change the forecasted need for Units 2 and 3. (Tr. Vl, p. 1358, I. 5 —7; Tr.

VII, p. 1564, 1. 17- 19.)

Based on the evidence cited above, the Commission finds that additional savings

due to DSM programs are not a viable substitute for the base load capacity that SCE&G

seeks to build. Contrary to the testimony of FOE witness Brockway, who opined that the

Company had failed to adequately consider DSM in its planning, (Tr. III, p. 364, l. 17-

19.), the Commission finds Dr. Lynch's forecasts and analyses have properly accounted

for or analyzed the potential for additional DSM-related savings. Moreover, SCE&G's

resource plans contain room for additional DSM related energy savings even with the

addition of Unit 2 and 3 to the system. DSM is a useful supplement to the generation

capacity needed on SCE&G's system. It is not a substitution for it.

c. SCE&G's Commitment to Expaaded DSM Programs

The Company*s Witness Mr. Pickles testified in detail concerning the scope and

methodology of the "bottom up" DSM program analysis that he is presently performing

for SCE&G along with SCE&G's DSM organization. As Mr. Pickles testified, the

analysis includes the following:

~ An assessment of currently-available DSM data specific to SCE&G's

service territory and a gap analysis to identify critical information

needs,

~ The identification of a broad range of potential DSM measures and

programs based on a national review of DSM programs and best

practices,
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~ The determination of the peak demand and energy impacts of the most

promising DSM measures based on a detailed evaluation of service

territory-specific building practices, efficiency levels, weather, and

operational characteristics using detailed hourly computer simulation

models,

~ The estimation of the current and future penetration of energy

efficiency measures and their cost, including evaluation of free-

ridership,

~ The forecasting of the potential impact of the DSM programs using a

variety of scenarios concerning incentive levels and program

effectiveness,

~ A benchmarking of results against the actual experience of other

utilities and against other studies of the potential for DSM performed

in other jurisdictions, and

~ The development of DSM*s supply curves and the analysis of the

appropriate type, scale, and timing of future DSM programs in an

integrated analysis alongside potential supply-side alternatives.

(Tr. VII, p. 1563, l. I —23.)

SCE&G's President, Mr. Marsh, affirmed the Company's commitment to

complete this thorough and comprehensive review of potential DSM programs and to

bring the results to the Commission in 2009. (Tr. 111, p. 297, I. 18 —p. 298, I. 10.) The

Commission believes that these initiatives by the Company are critical to the energy
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future of the state, as well as the economic well being of its consumers, and directs the

Company to complete a comprehensive and thorough DSM analysis along the lines that

Mr. Pickles outlined and to present the findmgs and proposals for expanded DSM

offering to the Commission for review no later than June 30, 2009.

FOE argues that the Company should ask whether additional DSM could

contribute to a plan that could replace the 1,229 MW of nuclear power the Company has

decided is the best option. (Tr. III, p. 377, l. 10-20.) For instance, FOE uses California as

an example, stating California has held its per capita consumption of electricity to

roughly 7,000 kWh from 1975 through 2004, compared to the growth from 8,000 kWh to

12,000 kWh in the national average electricity consumption over the same period. (Tr.

III, p. 378, I. 13-16.) SCE&G responded that FOE failed to mention that the price for

power m California has increased at a faster rate than the national average and that today

the residential price for power is more than 30'lo higher than the national average. (Tr. VI

p. 1380, I. 11-14.) SCE&G compared a yearly bill for a single family residence under its

rates assuming yearly usage of 18,500 kWh with a yearly billing California assuming the

same usage. (Id.) A customer in SCE&G's territory would pay approximately $2,064

yearly under SCE&G's current approved rates while a California customer would pay

approximately $4,258 under Pacific Gas & Electric rates, $3, 171 under Southern

California Edison rates and $3,628 under San Diego Gas & Electnc rates (Tr. VI, pp.

1380, I. 18-1381, I. 1.) SCE&G assened that with such higher rates, more DSM

programs can be cost justified. (Tr. Vl, p. 1381, l. 2-3.) During the hearing on this matter,

FOE witness Brockway agreed that California historically has had higher rates and
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continues to have higher rates. (Tr., Vol. III, p. 504, I. 1-3.) SCE&G also asserted that

California's levelized electricity consumption is likely to be as much the result of high

costs for electricity as the effectiveness of DSM programs. (Tr. VI, p. 1381, l. 3-7.) FOE

witness Brockway acknowledged that many of the utilities with reductions in energy

sales attributable to DSM savings have residential prices for energy that are significantly

higher than the average retail price in South Carolina. (Tr. HI, p. 478, I 20-22. See also

Composite Hearing Exhibit I, Exhibit NB-3.) Mrs. Brockway's Exhibit NB-3 shows

annual DSM Energy Savings but it fails to reflect the incremental effects for both energy

and peak demand impact. (See Hearing Exhibit 25 showing peak demand reduction from

DSM.) Incremental effects are impacts on energy and peak demand from new programs

and new customers.

FOE cites ORS witness Evans as having acknowledged "the Company's flawed

and inadequate DSM program, '
by quoting the witness as saying that the ORS panel was

"very critical of the company's DSM efforts. " (Tr. IX, p. 2255, I. 10-12.) However,

Evans also testified that the Company "has responded to that very well" to the criticism

with its plans for future programs. (Id.)

3. Effects of the Current Economic Downturn on Load

Certain of the mtervenors contend that are not reliable due to the current

economic downturn. However, Dr. Lynch testified that he has continued to update his

load growth forecasts to include the current economic data and forecasts up to the time of

the hearing. (Tr. VII, p. 1539, I. 14 —p. 1541, I. 2.) He did so using the economic data

and forecasts that the Company regularly receives from national economic consulting
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firms. Id. Dr. Lynch testified that this updated analysis showed that the impacts of the

current economic downturn on load growth forecasts, while potentially significant in the

near term, have only a minor impact on the load forecasts for 2016 and 2019, and that

these impacts do not change the forecasted need for Units 2 and 3. (Tr. VII, p. 1540, l. 4-

7.) He also testified that he analyzed the load growth patterns on SCE&G's system

during and after major recessions over the past 30 years. The data shows that load growth

on SCE&G's system slowed but did not stop even during the most severe of the historic

recessions. When these past recessions ended there was an accelerated growth in load that

offset much of the effect of the earlier growth reduciion. (Tr. VII, p. 1539, I. 2 —p. 1542,

I. 25.)

While the current economic downturn is a matter of concern to all South

Carolinians, it is important that long-term infrastructure proiects needed to meet the

state's future energy demands not be shelved too quickly. To prosper and compete in

global markets in the future, South Carolina will need efficient, reliable energy sources.

The generation capacity SCE&G now seeks to build will take 12 years to complete and

will serve the state for as many as 60 years thereafter. The Commission agrees with

Company witness Addison who testified that long-term decisions related to energy

capacity should be based on the long-range needs of the system and the state economy,

not shorter-term considerations.

4. Flexibility to Respond to Changes in Demand or Supply

An important consideration in assessing the need for Units 2 and 3 is their benefit

to the system even if the demand or supply patterns are different than forecasted. It is
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possible that demand on SCE&G's system may grow faster than anticipated. If so, the 

benefits from choosing to build Units 2 and 3 at this time are likely to be greater than 

anticipated. But the record also shows that if DSM measures, alternative energy sources 

or adverse economic conditions reduce SCE&G's load capacity requirements 

significantly below forecast, Units 2 and 3 will still be quite valuable. Witness Marsh 

testified that at present 64% of SCE&G's base load capacity is in plants that were built 

between 1953 and 1973. (Tr. II, p. 158, l. 15 - 17.) These plants will be on average more 

than 50 years old by 2019 and may require substantial capital investments to meet 

reliability requirements and increasingly stringent environmental regulations. (Tr. II, p. 

158, l. 17 - 18; p. 160, l. 20 - 22.) If load growth is slower than expected, adding Units 2 

and 3 may allow SCE&G to reduce its reliance on its aging fleet of coal-fired plants, and 

perhaps even retire some of the less efficient plants. (Tr. VI, p. 1392, 1. 9 - 13.) 

Allowing these older plants to be retired or used less intensively in the future could 

benefit the system in terms of reliability, environmental compliance and fuel efficiency. 

The evidence indicates that the capacity represented by Units 2 and 3 will provide useful 

flexibility for SCE&G's generation in the future. Units 2 and 3 can provide significant 

benefits to SCE&G's system even if load growth during the coming decades is 

substantially below forecast. 

5. The Company's Need for Base Load Capacity 

Certain of the intervenors challenged the testimony of Dr. Lynch and Mr. Marsh 

that the Company has a specific need for base load capacity in the 2016-2019 time 

period. As the testimony of record indicates, base load capacity is fuel efficient 
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generating capacity intended to run for thousands of hours a year and at high capacity

factors. (Tr. II, p. 187, I. 22 —p. 188, 1. 8.) Such plants are the foundation upon which an

electnc system operates and on which it relies for the majority of the energy used to serve

customers. (Tr. II, p. 151, I. 8 —13; Tr. II, p. 188, I. 3 —8.) Peaking and intermediate

units are intended to run for substantially fewer hours per year. (Tr. Il, p. 152, l. 3 —8.)

As Mr. Marsh testified, SCE&G last added a base load resource to its electric

system when Cope Station went into commercial operation in 1996. (Tr. 11, p. 155, 1. 9—

11.) Since that time, energy use on SCE&G's system has grown by 315w (Tr. II, p. 155,

I. 14 —15.) By 2016, energy use on SCE&G's system is forecasted to have grown by a

total of 44'yw (Tr. II, p. 155, l. 15 —17.)

Current operating statistics demonstrate the importance of base load generation to

serving customers' energy needs. During 2007, base load plants constituted 564& of

SCE&G's generation capacity. (Tr. 11, p. 158, l. 6 —7.) However, they produced over

80'A of the energy used by SCE&G's customers during that year, Base load capacity—

which represented 75'ra of SCE&G's generating capacity in 1996—is forecasted to drop

to 45'A as a share of total generation capacity by 2020 unless new base load resources are

added in the interim (Tr. II, p. 158, I. 9 —12.)

Company witness Lynch notes that, in its application, the Company stated that it

would take approximately 10,276 MWs of solar panels covering 61,656 acres or 6,852

MWs of wind turbines covering 120,192 acres to produce an amount of electric energy

equivalent to that of 2,234 MWs of nuclear capacity represented by the two plants under

question. FOE argues that the Company is merely setting up a "straw man" by estimating
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the amount of alternative energy generating facilities that would be required to displace

2,234 MW of generation in such a way that would exclude all generation but base load.

We understand that FOE and some of the intervenors are not arguing that alternative

energy can fulfill all of the state's future generation needs However, Dr. Lynch's exhibit

does illustrate how difficult it would be to produce this amount of clean energy from

another resource. (Tr. VI, pp. 1373, I. 13-1374, I. 4) Based on the foregoing, the

Commission finds that the record supports the Company's testimony that the specific

capacity need for 2016 and 2019 is most reliably and efficiently met through the addition

of new base load capacity to its system. Units 2 and 3 represent such capacity.

6. The Single Unit Proposal

Certain of the intervenors suggested that the Commission should authorize

SCE&G to build one new nuclear unit but not two. The record, however, does not

support this proposal as being reasonable, economical or prudent. (Tr. III, p. 570, I. 13-

21.) All U.S. utilities that have selected AP1000 units have opted to license and construct

two units per site. As the record shows, the price SCE&G received from

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster was premised on construction of two units in sequence,

and substantial cost savings are included as a result. (Tr. II, p. 278, I. 23 —p 279, I. 6.)

The construction of two units allows SCE&G to partner in this project with Santee

Cooper on a 55'/o-45/a basis, spreading risk in the project, and providmg a benefit to the

the state's electric cooperatives and their customers. As a result, SCE&G will only own

the equivalent of 1.1 complete units when the construction of both Units is finished. If

the Commission were to deny SCE&G the authority to proceed with construction of the
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second unit, the first unit will have to be re-priced and the price per KW of that unit will

rise by a significant amount. (Tr. Il, p. 162, l. 9 —16,) There is no assurance that a new

EPC contract could be successfully negotiated for one plant at terms that would benefit

SCE&G's customers.

Approving only one unit would place SCE&G in the position of paying a higher

cost per KW for the capacity it builds and building only half of the capacity that it will

need in the next 12 years. For these reasons, the Commission finds that approving only

one unit would not be reasonable, economical or prudent as compared to approving two

units as proposed by SCE&G.

7. Conclusion as to Need

Having carefully reviewed the evidence of record in this proceeding, the

Commission finds that the load forecasts presented by Dr. Lynch and reviewed and

audited by ORS Witness Dr. Zhu provide a reliable and appropriate basis for assessing

the need for Units 2 and 3. The Commission finds that the Company has in fact

demonstrated the need for the Units and the need to proceed with their construction,

B. Nature of the Probable Environmental Impacts

The second finding and determination required by the Siting Act is a finding as to

the "nature of the probable environmental impact" of Units 2 and 3. S.C. Code Ann. 6

58-33-160(1)(b). As the record shows, Units 2 and 3 will be constructed on the site of an

existing nuclear generating station whose environmental conditions have been closely

monitored for over 30 years (Tr. X, p. 2479, I. 4 —101 Hearing Exhibit 30, SIC-3.) In

addition, the environmental conditions at the site have been evaluated in detail at least
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three times: in the initial NRC licensing of Unit 1, in the recent NRC license renewal for 

Unit 1, and in preparation of the environmental report that was provided to the NRC as 

part of the Company's Combined Operating License Application ("COLA") for Units 2 

and 3. (Tr. X, p. 2479, I. 4 -10; Tr. X, p. 2523, I. 12 - 20.) 

Company witnesses Steven Connor and Stephen Summer testified concerning the 

most recent environmental report and its conclusions. That report is over 1,100 pages 

long and represents the work of over 25 major contributors and over 25,000 hours of 

work by environmental experts and others. (Tr. X, p. 2417, I. 3 - 10.) The report 

examined a comprehensive list of possible environmental impacts of the plant and 

provided a detailed analysis of Site and Vicinity Land Use; Air Quality; Water Quality; 

Water Quantity and Use; Terrestrial Ecosystems; Aquatic Ecosystems; Threatened and 

Endangered Species; Historic and Cultural Resources; and Transportation. (Tr. X, p. 

2431, I. I.) The report specifically examined the likely radiological impacts of the plant 

and the provisions for the storage and disposal of low-level wastes and spent fuel 

assemblies. (See generally, Tr. X, pp. 2436 - 2446.) 

The report concluded that the impact of the plant on each of the areas enumerated 

above would be "small," which is defined as environmental effects which are not 

detectable or are so minor that they will neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any 

important attribute of the resource. (Tr. X, p. 2447, I. 14 - 15.) The only exception was 

in the area of transportation. The report concluded that the effect of the Units on traffic 

patterns in the vicinity of the Units would be small to large, with the greatest impact due 

to the increased road use in the area caused by construction traffic but would be moderate 
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during the operation of the facility. (Tr. X, p. 2448, I. I.) Moderate impacts are defined

as environmental effects which are sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to destabilize any

important attribute of the resource. (Tr. X, p. 2418, I. 16 —18.) Large impacts are

defined as environmental effects which are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to

destabilize sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to destabilize any important attribute of

the resource. SCE&G had indicated that it will work with the Department of

Transportation ("DOT") to mitigate the impact that traffic and transportation activities

will have on the area.

ORS Witness Crisp testified concerning ORS's review and audit of this

environmental information. (Tr. Vll, p. 1916, l. 4 —p, 1919, l. 15) ORS witness Crisp

testified that SCE&G had fulfilled its obligation for filing its environmental repon with

the NRC and had established a protocol to address the necessary permitting from state

and federal agencies to protect the South Carolma environment, and he supported the

conclusion that the environmental effects of the plant would be as set forth in that report.

(Tr. VIII, p. 1919, I. 8 —15.)

At the hearing, FOE contended that the analysis did not properly account for the

environmental concerns related to the long-term disposal of spent fuel from the facility.

The record, however, shows that the facility has capacity in its spent fuel storage pool to

store the spent fuel assemblies generated by 18 years of operations. (Tr. III, p. 613, 1. 7—

10.) In addition, the Company plans to construct a dry cask storage facility in the near

future to store spent fuel from Unit l. (Tr. III, p. 613, I. 10 —13 ) The facility would be
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designed to accommodate or to be expanded to accommodate spent fuel from Units 2 and

3 when their spent fuel pools are filled. (Tr. IH, p. 613, I. 13 —16.)

As the record indicates, dry cask storage is a means to store spent fuel assemblies

which have been held in the spent fuel pool for five years or more to allow the

radioactivity levels in them to decay to acceptable levels. These fuel assemblies are

placed into heavy stainless steel containers that are welded shut and placed into a

concrete overpack which is also sealed. (Tr. IH, p. 614, l. 2 —10 ) The resulting cask can

then be stored for an virtually indefinitely period either on a pad above ground or below

ground in a shallow concrete silo. (Tr. 111, p. 614, l. 8 —10 ) Other than fencing and site

security, the casks require no maintenance or upkeep and do not emit levels of radiation

that require special precautions. (Hearing Exhibit 30, SJC-3.) Within the casks, radiation

levels continue to degrade as the assemblies are stored. (Tr. 111, p. 614, I. 2 —10.)

Dry casks provide long-term storage for spent fuel assembhes but do not

constitute permanent repositories for them. However, as the Company points out, the

long-term disposal of spent fuel assemblies is a statutory responsibility of the federal

government. See the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, 42 U.S.C. I) 10101 ei se9., 42

U.S.C. 10131(b)(1), 10 C.F.R. ()961.11 As the record indicates, the U.S. Department of

Energy must enter into an agreement to take ultimate responsibility for the fuel as a

condition of the NRC issuing a license for the Units. (Tr. X, p. 2460, I. 16 - 19.) As the

record also indicates, the federal Department of Energy is proceeding with licensing of

the Yucca Mountain repository as a long-term site for such fuel assemblies. (Tr. IV,
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p. 740, I. 5.) The license application for the facility has recently been submitted to the 

NRC. 

With regard to radioactive solid waste, SCE&G witness Connor testified that the 

facility operations should not result in any high-level or transuranic radioactive wastes. 

(Tr. X, p. 2440, I. 20-21.) If so, Connor testified that the U.S. Department of Energy will 

dispose of the fuel. (Id.) The facility, however, will generate low-level radioactive waste 

and spent nuclear fuel ("SNF"). (Tr. X, p.2440, I. 11-12.) Connor stated the procedures 

and disposal methods currently utilized for the radioactive waste disposal of the existing 

nuclear unit will also be utilized for the new units. (Tr. X, p. 2440, I. 12-14.) Low-level 

radioactive waste is stored on-site on an interim basis before being shipped to a 

permanent disposal facility. (Tr. X, p. 2440, l. 16-17.) FOE challenged the storage 

facilities by arguing there is no long-term storage solution (Tr. X, p. 2591, I. 16-25.) 

SCE&G witness Connor testified that until the federal government takes possession of 

the spent fuel, SCE&G will store the spent fuel as it currently does with its existing unit 

by utilizing spent fuel pools and dry cask storage. (Tr. X, p- 2592, I. 5.) FOE questioned 

the safety of utilizing dry cask storage for a number of years. (Tr. X., p. 2598 l. 18-2 I.) 

SCE&G witness Connor responded by stating the dry cask storage facilities will be 

maintained. (Tr. X, p. 2598, I. 22-24.) 

For the Commission to find that long term disposal of spent fuel assemblies 

constitutes a negative environmental impact of Units 2 and 3, it would have to conclude 

that the federal government cannot or will not meet its statutory responsibilities. We 

decline to do so. The Commission presumes that the federal government will honor its 
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commitment to store spent fuel, and no convincing evidence has been presented that it

will not do so.

Similarly, FOE challenged the environmental record of the Barnwell low-level

nuclear waste disposal facility as posing a potential environmental problem with the

siting of Units 2 and 3. The Barnwell facility accepts low-level waste only from

generators in South Carolina, New Jersey and Connecticut, and would accept low-level

nuclear waste from the proposed Units 2 and 3. (Tr. IV, p. 750, l. 12 —p. 751, l. 9.)

Additional facilities exist in other states, and new facilities are being permitted at this

time. (Tr. IV, p. 751, I. 20 —21; Tr. X, p. 2440, . 16 —19.) The Barnwell faciliiy is

extensively regulated by the DHEC. (See S.C. Code Ann. $ 13-7-40 er seqq S.C. Regs

61-63.) The purpose of that regulation is to ensure that this facility complies with

applicable environmental regulations such that its activities do not result in injury to the

environment of the state of South Carolina. There is no basis on this record for the

Commission to find that DHEC will not fulfill its legal duties, or that the potential use of

the Barnwell facility constitutes a negative environmental impact of building Units 2 and

3 that might prevent those units being approved by this Commission under the Siting Act.

C. Justification of the Impact on the Environment

The third finding and determination required by the Siting Act is whether "the impact of

the proposed facility is justified considering the state of available technology and the

nature and economics of the vanous alternatives and other pertinent considerations. "

S.C. Code Ann. (j 58-33-160(l)(c). The environmental report concluded that wind, solar,

biomass and hydro generation were not feasible alternatives to nuclear or fossil fired
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generation. As to solar and wind generation, the environmental report concluded that

these energy sources would have greater environmental impacts than nuclear given the

amount of area that would need to be dedicated to them and the new transmission

facilities they would require. (Tr. X, p. 2450, l. 5 —8.) For purposes of the environmental

assessment, coal and gas generation were identified as the principal alternatives to

nuclear generation. Both coal and gas alternatives were found to have significantly

greater environmental impacts than Units 2 and 3, due principally to significantly higher

air emissions, specifically the amount of additional COz, nitrous oxides, SOz and

particulates that would be emitted by either gas or coal generation. (Hearing Exhibit 30,

SIC-3.) The environmental report concluded that from an environmental standpoint,

nuclear generation was the best alternative for meeting the energy needs of SCEkG's

customers with the least impacts on the environment. (Tr. X, p. 2450, l. 13 —15.) The

Commission finds that this conclusion is amply supported on the record.

D. Contribution to System Economy and Reliability

The fourth finding required by the Siting Act is whether the Units "will serve the

interests of system economy and reliability. "S.C. Code Ann. tj 58-33-160(1) (d).

l. System Economy

In evaluating the contribution of Units 2 and 3 to system economy, the

Commission is required to assess a) the projected cost of power to SCE&G's customers if

Units 2 and 3 are built, as compared to b) the comparable cost to customers if alternative

means of meeting demand are chosen. This analysis properly includes an assessment of

all the costs of power from Units 2 and 3 and all the costs of power from the most
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competitive alternative supply resource or resources. The relevant costs include capital

costs, operating and maintenance costs, fuel costs and environmental comphance costs.

This competitive economic evaluation also properly includes an evaluation of the needs,

condition and operating requirements of SCE&G's electric system as a whole, as well as

the abilities of various supply scenarios to respond to uncertainties in such things as

aggregate future fuel costs and environmental compliance costs.

SCE&G selected Units 2 and 3 as the appropriate resources to meet its 2016 and

2019 energy needs based on analyses performed by its Resource Planning Group over the

period 2005-2008. (Tr. II, p. 160, l. 11 —p. 161, I. 6.) Those analyses compared the cost

to customers from resource plans based on adding Units 2 and 3 to three principal

alternative plans; I) plans that relied on two coal generation plants of similar capacity to

SCE&G's ownership portion of Units 2 and 3 supplemented by simple-cycle gas peaking

units, 2) plans that relied on adding one, two or three units of combined-cycle gas

generation supplemented by simple-cycle gas peaking units, and 3) plans that relied on

simple-cycle gas peaking units exclusively. (Tr. VI, p. 1353, l. 22 —p. 1354, l. 9 ) Based

on these analyses, the Company determined that constructing Units 2 and 3 provided the

best contribution to system economy of any alternative. (Tr. Vl, p. 1358, I. 5 —7.)

In conducting these analyses, the Company first performed a base case analysis

which evaluated these four alternative supply scenanos using a consistent set of

assumptions related to future fuel costs, environmental compliance costs and other costs.

(Tr. VI, p. 1355, I. 7 —p. 1356, I. 8.) The Company then conducted sensitivity analyses

in which these four competing generation plans were analyzed under varying
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assumptions related to these costs. As Company witness Marsh testified, the Company's

evaluation of these four alternatives also included a qualitative assessment of the

alternatives against the strengths and weaknesses of the Company's current generation

fleet, the operating needs of the electric system and the environmental compliance cost

risks, fuel cost risks and operational risks inherent in SCE&G*s current generation mtx.

(Tr. 11, p. 170, I. 17 - p. 175, l. 2.)

As Mr. Marsh and Dr. Lynch testified, Units 2 and 3 emerged as the Company's

preferred capacity option in each of these analyses, I e, the base case analysis, the

sensitivity analysis and the qualitative analysis. (Tr. H, p. 170, I. 4 —14; Tr. VI, p. 1355,

I 7 —p 1357, l. 7.) The ORS reviewed and audited these analyses, and ORS Witness

Evans testified that they considered reasonable alternatives, and arrived at what will

likely be the most economical plan for meeting SCE&G's base load generation needs.

(Tr. VIII, p. 2002, p. 21 —p. 2003, 1. 2.)

As Dr. Lynch and Mr. Marsh testified, the quantitative analysis of capacity

options principally focused on the relative cost of those units compared to coal or

combined cycle gas generation. (Tr. II, p. 164, I. 19 —p. 165, I. 3, Tr. VI, p. 1353, I. 18—

p. 1354, I. 9.) As Dr. Lynch's and Mr. Pickles' testimony shows, and as will be discussed

more fully below, wind, solar, biomass and DSM programs were evaluated by the

Company but did not emerge as competitive alternatives to nuclear, coal or natural gas

fired generation. (Tr. VII, p. 1607, I. 14 —p. 1608, I. 14; Tr. VI, p. 1339, I. 8 — 12.) (The

contribution that DSM programs can make to system supply needs is by limiting demand

growth and is discussed in the preceding section of this order. )
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The Company matntains that tt dtd not mtend to minimize the role that wind,

solar, biomass and DSM programs could play as a supplement to additional base load

capacity in meeting future energy needs. SCE&G's current resource plans include room

for increasing the contribution to system requirements from these alternatives (Tr. II,

p. 165, l. 14 - 22.) However, for various reasons discussed more fully below, these

generation sources are not a reasonable alternative to adding base load or intermediate

generation resources to meet capacity needs in the 2016 and 2019 time period.

As for coal generation, the Company's analysis showed that coal generation

capacity would not be competitive with combined cycle gas generation primarily due to

the cost of constructing fully environmentally-comphant coal plants, as well as the recent

increases in the cost of coal, and the potential costs assoctated with COt emissions from

coal generation. (Tr. Il, p. 165, I. 5 —13.) As Dr. Lynch testified, coal was competitive

with nuclear only on the assumption that there would be no costs associated with COz

emissions. (Tr. VI, p. 1356, I. 11 - 13.) SCE&G did not believe that to be a reasonable

assumption in light of the current political and environmental climate and considenng the

life-span of base load units. However, as Dr. Lynch testified, even if COt costs are

assumed to be zero, coal is still not the most competitive alternative to nuclear since

under that assumption combined cycle gas generation is less expensive than coal.

(Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. 9.) None of the parties contested SCE&G*s conclusions

related to coal generation.

The Company's analysis also showed that a generation plan based exclusively on

simple-cycle gas generation was not competitive with combined-cycle generation under
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any set of cost assumptions. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2. ) Simple-cycle units are

peaking units. Their much lower fuel efficiency results in higher overall costs to the

system when they are relied on to serve what is predominantly a base load requirement.

(Tr. 11, p. 152, 1. 3 -8.)

As Dr. Lynch's testimony shows, the costs associated with future COz regulation

are a major driver in the comparative evaluation of nuclear generation, combined-cycle

natural gas generation and coal generation. As compared to the nuclear generation

scenario, a combined-cycle gas scenario would increase SCEIkG*s COz emissions by

8,500,000 tons per year or 510,000,000 tons over the 60-year life of a plant. (Hearing

Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. 3.) A coal scenario would increase SCE&G's emissions by

19,000,000 tons per year, or over 1.1 billion tons of additional COz emissions over a 60

year plant life. (Id., p. 4.) Given the magnitude of the increase in carbon emissions from

the coal and natural gas scenanos, the cost analyses comparing combined-cycle gas

generation and coal generation to nuclear are quite sensitive to assumptions concerning

I'uture COz compliance costs.

The base case scenario prepared by Dr. Lynch's group showed that Units 2 and 3

would be more economical than combined-cycle gas generation if it is assumed that the

cost of COz emissions will $15 per ton or more beginning in 2012 and will escalate at

75'z per year m ensuing years. (Tr. VI, p. 1355, I. 18 —20.) (The 7'ro escalation number

reflects the inflation assumptions contained in earlier federal CO. legislation that would

inflate the COz charges by the rate of underlying inflation plus 5 percentage points. ) (ld.

at 1358, l. 21 —22.) Under the $15 per ton assumption, combined-cycle generation
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would cost customers on average $15.1 million per year more than nuclear generation 

and coal generation would cost $94.9 million more. (Id. at 1356, I. 1 - 2.) However, as 

Dr. Lynch testified, the $15 per ton assumption is umealistically low given the level of 

CO2 charges that would be required to bring about a significant reduction in C02 

emissions nationally. (Id., 1359, I. 1 - 4.) A more realistic but still low $30 per ton 

assumption, the cost to customers of combined-cycle gas generation would exceed the 

cost of nuclear generation by $125.7 million per year and coal generation would cost 

customers $267.5 million per year more. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. 9.) 

The Company's Resource Planning Department conducted sensitivity analyses on 

the results of its quantitative analysis of capacity options, in order to see how they might 

be affected by factors such as higher uranium prices, lower gas prices, reduced reliability 

of aging coal plants, the forced retirement of such plants, and zero cost for CO2 

emissions. In these sensitivity analyses, combined cycle gas generation emerged as more 

economical than nuclear only in cases of lower than anticipated natural gas prices (and at 

$15 per ton CO2) or zero C02 costs. (Tr. VI, p. 1356, I. 2 - 14.) Based on these studies, 

the Company's Resource Planning Department concluded that nuclear generation was the 

most economical resource to meet SCE&G's future supply needs. (Tr. VI, p. 1361, I. 19 

- 22.) This conclusion was supported by the testimony of Mr. Marsh and Mr. Byrne, 

who reviewed it from the perspective of SCE&G's generation fleet as a whole, including 

its operational status, fuel mix, and fuel and environmental compliance costs and risks. 

(Tr. II, p. 157, I. 4 - 14; Tr. III, p. 554, I. 16 - 19.) Dr. Lynch testified that the fossil fuel 

plants (coal and gas) currently represent 73% of SCE&G's generation capacity, and if a 
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combined-cycle natural gas plan were chosen over nuclear, they would represent 79'lr of

that capacity in 2020. (Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-2, p. 2.) Dr. Lynch also testified that

addmg the additional nuclear capacity would decrease reliance on fossil fuels and

therefore lead to a more balanced fuel mix for the system. Id

Mr. Marsh and Mr. Byrne testified that in recent years the fossil fuels on which

the Company relies have become increasing uncertain both as to price and supply and are

increasingly subject to the risks and volatility of global commodity markets. (Tr. II,

p. 171, I. 8 —16; Tr. III, p. 561, I. 19 —p. 562, I. 2.) In addition, they testified that

combined-cycle natural gas generation is intermediate capacity and not, strictly speaking,

base load generation. (Tr. II, p. 152, I. 3 —8; Tr. Hi, p. 561, I. 11 — 13.) Adding

intermediate capacity to the system, instead of true base load capacity, would increase the

Company's reliance on its aging fleet of base load plants and increase the price risk to

customers if operational problems or future environmental restrictions limited the use of

those plants. (Tr. III, p. 632, l. 16 —p. 633, I. 8.) As Dr. Lynch testified, if the base case

analysis is adjusted to reflect an increased forced outage rate for SCEdcG's existing coal

plants in future years, the nuclear strategy saves customers an additional $28.8 million

dollars per year over the combined-cycle gas generation scenario ($44.9 million per year

savings as opposed to $15.1 million in the unadjusted study). (Hearing Exhibit 12,

JML-2, p. 10.) Similarly, if the base case is adjusted to reflect the early retirement of the

Company's smaller and older coal plants, the savings are an additional $60.6 million per

year ($75.7 million per year compared to the same $15.1 million). (Id) For these

reasons, the Company's leadership determined that, in addition to its other advantages,
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building Units 2 and 3 will serve to strengthen the Company's aging base load capacity

portfolio, diversify the Company's fuel mix and reduce customers' exposure to the risks

and volatility of fossil fuel markets and supply.

a. Alternative Supply Resources

Certain of the intervenors argue that the Company failed to adequately consider

alternative energy resources including wind, solar, landfill gas, and biomass and

DSM/energy efficiency programs, or some combination of all of them. (Tr. III, p. 364, I.

13 —19.) The Company's witnesses however, clearly indicated that these energy sources

were considered but were determined not to be reasonable alternatives to new base load

or intermediate generation at this time. (Tr. VI, p. 1369, 1. I —8.)

Landfill gas generation is one of the alternative energy sources that was

considered in the Company's analysis of supply alternatives. (Tr VI, p. 1339, I. 10 - 12.)

Landfill gas is methane produced fiom the decay of organic matter in large municipal

waste landfill s. (Tr. II, p. 166, L 2 - 3.)

Landfill gas is a limited resource because there are a limited number of landfill

sites in South Carolina with suitable size and conditions for commercial methane

production. (Tr. Il, p. 166, I. 2 —3.) In addition, the amount of energy these facilities can

produce is quite small —approximately 5 MW per site—compared to the 1,228 MW of

base load capacity SCE&G requires. (Tr. VI, p. 1343, l. 12 - 14.) Santee Cooper is

already developmg or is preparing to develop many of the suitable landtill gas sites in

South Carolina. (Tr. VI, p. 1343, I. 18 —21.) Given the limited number of sites and small

output of these facilities, the Company concluded that they are not a reasonable substitute
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for the 1,228 MW of capacity that SCE&G will receive from Units 2 and 3. In light of the

evidence of record, the Commission finds that the Company properly concluded that

landfill gas generation was not a reasonable alternative source of capacity to meet

SCE&G's needs at present. (Tr. Vl, p. 1344, I. 3 —4.)

Similarly, biomass generation is limited by the quantities of forestry waste and

agricultural material that are available and suitable for use as biomass fuel. (Tr. H, p.

166, I. 6 —8.) Two comprehensive studies have been done by third parties on the

availability of this resource in South Carolina. (Tr. VI, p. 1345, l. I —p, 1346, 1. 2.) Both

indicate a theoretical potential for about 491 MW of such generation statewide, which

would mean that there would be approximately 132 MW of potential biomass capacity in

SCE&G's territory. ()d.) In addition, as Dr. Lynch testified, biomass plants tend to be

more expensive to build than traditional generation sources. (Tr. VI, p. 1344, l. 14 —17.)

They have limited fuel efficiency, and therefore are not cost competitive with traditional

generation sources even where sufficient fuel is available. (Tr. VI, p. 1344, l. 14 —17.)

Considering these facts, the Company properly concluded that biomass generation is not

a reasonable alternative source of supply to meet its need for base load capacity in the

2016 and 2019 periods.

The Company also considered solar and wind power as potential alternative

sources of energy. (Tr, VI, p. 1339, l. 11.) As Dr. Lynch, Mr. Marsh, and ORS Witness

Evans testified, South Carolina is not well-suited chmatologically for either wind or solar

power. (Tr. Il, p. 166, I 9 - 10; Tr. VI, p, 1368, l. 12 —13; Tr. VIII, p. 2140, 4 —12.)
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The potential for wind generation in South Carolina is limited due to low average

wind speeds. (Tr. VI, p. 1341, I. 4 - 5.) The only place where there is sufficient wmd to

support wind generation is off the South Carolina coast. (Tr. Vl, p. 1342, l. 19 —20.)

The feasibility and cost of building wind-farms offshore in hurricane-susceptible areas

like those off the South Carolina coast have not been demonstrated. (Tr. VI, p. 1343, l. 3

—5.) South Carolina is not well suited to solar generation due to atmospheric conditions

(he, cloud cover, rain and haze). (Tr. II, p. 166, I. 9 —10.)

Both types of facilities would have very low capacity factors in South Carolina,

20'yv or less for solar and 30Ão-35'lo for off shore wind. (Tr. Vl, p. 1339, I. 19 —20,

p. 1343, I. 5 —8.) These low capacity factors mean that, in practice, wind and solar

facilities could produce only a small fraction of their theoretical output compared to

nuclear plants which typically generate more than 90'lo of their rated capacity year in and

year out. (Tr. VI, p. 1372, I. 16 —18.) In addition, both wind and solar are expensive

forms of generation in terms of their capital costs. The cost per MW of solar power

substantially exceeds nuclear and other traditional generation sources, and as the FOE

Witness Mrs. Brockway admitted, solar power is the most expensive form of power

generation in commercial use today. (Tr. III, p. 486, l. 19 —24; p. 487, I. I —3.) Wmd

generation is also quite expensive and is primarily being built in locations where green-

power mandates —rather than mherent economics —support its use. (Tr. Vl, p. 1343, l. 5

—6; p. 1387, I. 21 - 23.)

Furthermore, both wind and solar power are not "dispatchable" resources,

meaning that the amount of energy that they produce cannot be varied with the needs of
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the customers. (Tr. VI, p. 1340, I. I —2, p. 1341, I. 20.) Wind resources may or may not

be available at the time of system peak, depending on atmospheric conditions at the time.

(Tr. VI, p. 1340, I. 21 —22.) In this regard, the testimony shows that the average wind

speeds are slowest in South Carolina during daylight hours in the summer when

customers' power needs are greatest (Tr. Vl, p 1372, I. 19 - 22; p 1373, l. I - 11;

Hearing Exhibit 12, JML-8. ) As to solar, SCErkG's system peak most often occurs on

summer afternoons after 4:00 PM, even in optimal conditions solar panels can generate

only about 20'/o of their theoretical capacity. (Tr. VI. p. 1340, l. I - 9.)

For those reasons, the capacity that wind and solar resources represent must be

discounted heavily in assessing a utility's net rehable generation capacity. For example,

Texas has some of the best conditions for wind generation of any state in the nation, but

its transmission system operators allow utilities to count only 8.7/v of installed wind

generanon capacity as net reliable capacity for meeting peak requirements. (Tr. VI, p.

1371, I. 13 - 16.) This means that additional, duplicative generation capacity must be

maintained on the system equal to 91.3'/o of a utility's wind capacity.

For purposes of considering economically competitive alternatives for meeting

customers' need for base load power in the 2016 and 2019 period, the Company has

properly concluded that wind, solar, landfill gas, and biomass do not constitute resources

on which it can prudently and economically rely at this time.

b. Tbe Cost of Nuclear Construction

FOE and other intervenors contend that the Company's projected cost of Units 2

and 3 is unreasonably low, and that this low cost skews the economic analysis in favor of
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nuclear generation. (Tr. 111, p. 364, I. 9 —22.) FOE and others took the position that the

unreasonably low projected cost of the Units created the lack of a reasonable basis on

which to assess the cost of Units 2 and 3 compared to other alternatives.

i. The Unit 2 and 3 Cost Compared to Reported
Data

In her testimony, FOE witness Brockway cited certain publications and reports

indicating the all-m or future dollar costs of nuclear generation are estimated to be in the

range of $4,000/KW to $8,000/KW. (Tr. III, p 388, l. 5 —20.) Ms. Brockway indicated

that she was not able to determine the comparable costs per KW for Units 2 and 3. (Tr.

III, p. 387, I. 17 — 18.) However, the public version of the Combined Application states

that the cost in future dollars of SCE&G's 1,228 MW share in Units 2 and 3, including

owner's costs, transmission, inflation, Allowance for Funds Used During Construction

("AFUDC" or capttalized interest) and contingencies, is $6.3 billion or $5, 141/KW.

(Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-I-P, p. 3.) This figure is well within the range of costs Ms.

Brockway indicated to be the current industry estimates in her testimony.

In addition, Ms. Brockway cited an October 2, 2008 document which indicates

that the U.S. Department of Energy's ("DOE") loan guarantee program under Title XVII

of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 received initial applications for 21 nuclear untts with an

aggregated cost as stated in the applications of $188 billion. (Tr. III, p. 388, l. 24 —27.)

Mathematically, this would indicate approximately $9 billion for each unit. (Tr. III,

p. 388, l. 24 — 27.) However, the release does not provide information concerning the

type or size of the Units in question (the leading Areva and GE units at 1,600 MW and

1,550 MW respectively are approximately half-again the size of a 1,100 MW AP1000
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unit and are priced accordingly). (Tr. Hl, p. 565, 8 10 —p. 566, l. 5.) Nor does the

release provide information concerning the inflation assumptions and the expected

completion dates of the plants, whether or nor rhe requested amounts include AFUDC,

the amount of contingencies contained in the cost estimates, and whether the sites are

green-field sites or sites that already have been studied and developed for nuclear

generation, the foundation conditions at the site and the amount included for other site-

specific costs such as transmission, rail or other transportation upgrades. The DOE press

release is not a reliable basis on which to evaluate the price projections for Units 2 and 3.

ii. The Reliability of the EPC Contract Price

On the other hand, the Company's cost projection for its share of Units 2 and 3 is

based on a fully negotiated and executed EPC Contract with a leading supplier of nuclear

generation facihties. (Tr. III, p. 578, l. I —9.) More than half of the EPC Contract cost is

subject to fixed pricing (I e. , pricing with no escalation) or firm prices with adjustment

provisions (i.e. , prices that are fixed in current dollars but have clearly defined inflation

adjustments). (Tr. III, p. 592, l. 5 —7.) As the EpC Contract mdicates, most of the

equipment and components of the plant that are uniquely nuclear in nature are subject to

firm and fixed pricing.

In addition, the largest components of the contract price that are not subject to

firm or fixed pricing are subject to clearly-established price targets. (Tr. III, p. 593, 1. I )

These target price components include the "crafl" or construction labor for the project,

and certain standard buildings such as warehouses and administrative spaces. (Tr. III,

p. 592, I. 18 — 22.) As to these target price components, the EPC Contract contains
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important incentives for the EPC contractors to bring the project in below those targets as

adjusted for actual inflation. (Tr. 111, p. 593, l. 11 —22.) In addition, the contractors are at

risk to lose substantial amounts of their profit on the work if those price targets are not

met. (Tr. Ill, p. 593, l. 11 - 22.) These provisions of the EPC Contract constitute

meaningful incentives for the EPC contractors to ensure that target prices are reasonable

and to manage the project to meet them. (Tr. III, p. 593, I. 7 - 14.) As a result, the EpC

Contract provides a reliable basis on which to evaluate SCE&G's cost of nuclear

construction for the purpose of Dr. Lynch's competitive economic studies.

iii. Contingencies as a Component of Cost

An important part of evaluating the reasonableness of the Company's price

pro)ection for the Units is evaluating the degree to which they include reasonable

provisions for contingencies and inflation over the construction period, as the Base Load

Review Act envtstons.

As to these contingencies, Company witness Addison testified that the capital cost

estimates included in the Company's price forecasts include a pool of contingency funds

above those already mcluded tn the EPC Contract cost and the owner's cost and

transmission cost estimates. (Tr IV, p. 921, 1. 14- 16.) The amount of that contmgency

pool is $438,293,000 in 2007 dollars, subject to escalation. (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-I.)

This contingency pool represents approximately 10% of the base cost of the Units. This

amount of contingency is reasonable in light of what is known about the project and its

risks today. It provides further assurance that the Company's price projections do not
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underestimate the cost of nuclear capacity and so provide a reasonable basis for

comparing nuclear capacity to other alternatives.

iv. Inflation as a Component of Cost

The Company's price projection also includes $1.5 billion in assumed inflation

over the construction period. (Hearing Exhibit 16.) In contesting the accuracy of the

Company's cost projection, FOE witness Brockway suggests that the inflation component

of the Company's price projection may be too low. (Tr. III, p. 394, l. 2 - 8.) (The general

reasonableness and suitability of the Handy-Whitman and other inflation indices included

in the EPC Contract and the Combined Application is discussed in more detail below. )

However, as shown in Exhibit I, Chart B (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-2, p. 5.) to the

testimony of Company witness Best, the mflation rates used in creating the Company's

price projection are actual 2007 rates, including the current-year rate for 2007 and the

five-year average 2003-2007. Given the high level of inflation in utility construction in

the 2003-2007 time period, these rates are significantly higher than historically lower

inflation rates for these indices. (See generally, Tr. Vll, p. 1675 — 1677.)

For example, the Handy-Whitman All Steam and Nuclear escalation rate, which is

the principal rate used in escalating the target price component of the plant, showed

current year inflation of 7.7'/o for 2007 and a five year average of 5.75'/a In 2002, the

current year rate was 2.8ss and the five year average was 2.5'/u (Hearing Exhibit 16,

EEB-2.) The other indices show a similar relationship between the inflation rates used in

calculatmg the $6.3 billion projection and the inflation rates from prior penods. (Id.)
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While inflation indices will vary from year to year, if history is any guide, the

rates SCE&G has used to project the cost of Units 2 and 3 are not likely to understate

actual inflation rates over the 12 year construction period of the plant. Accordingly, the

Commission finds that the inflation rates used in deriving the Company's projection of

construction prices for the Units do not understate that the likely cost of the plants for

comparative economic evaluations are significantly higher than historical averages.

v. Delay as a Cost Risk

FOE witness Brockway also testified that delays in the construction schedule for

Units 2 and 3 might be assumed to cause the ultimate costs of the Units to exceed the

current proiections. (Tr. Ill, p. 394, l. 12 - 15.) The completion dates for the Units,

however, are subject to contractual guarantees. The EPC contractors have committed to

complete the first Unit by 2016 and the second by 2019. They will pay substantial

liquidated damages if they fail to meet this schedule. (Tr. III, p. 598, l. 13 —14; p. 364,

I. 14.) The Company is at risk for regulatory delays, but as to such delays, Company

witness Byrne testified the NRC licensing schedule for the plant and the construction

schedule contained in the EPC Contract are reasonable. (Tr. III, p. 635, l. 7 - 14.)

Furthermore, as Company witness Addison testified, inflation represents roughly 245'o of

the Company's construction price projection. (Tr. XIII, p. 2951, I. 21-23.) For these

reasons, the Commission does not find support for the contention that the risk of delay is

a reason to discount the nuclear construction costs.
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vi. Conclusion as to the Cost of Nuclear
Construction

For all these reasons, the Commission finds that SCE&G's analysis of the costs of

nuclear generation as compared to other alternatives is based on a reasonable assessment

of the cost of Units 2 and 3. Those costs have been reasonably estimated by the

Company and do not constitute a flaw in the Company's analysis of the comparative

economics of alternative generation resources as suggested by the intervenors.

c. The Ability of the Plant to Meet Projected Capacity
Factors

Dr. Wilder, testifying on behalf of Ms. Thomas, contested SCE&G's ability to

operate Units 2 and 3 at the capacity factors projected in the comparative supply

analyses. (Tr. VI, p. 1283 ) This argument goes to the relative cost of nuclear production

compared to other alternatives. (Tr. VI, p. 1284.) Company witness Byrne testified in

rebuttal that improvements in nuclear plant capacity factors over the past decades have

been due to improvements in things like preventive and predictive maintenance

programs, inspection and testing of equipment, staffing, training, human performance

management, management of nuclear operatmg culture, fitness for duty standards, root

cause analysis of problems and events, management of engineering processes, outage

scheduling and management, and vendor and supplier quality control. (Tr. III, p. 636, l. 2

— 16.) These improvements apply across the board to nuclear operations, independent of

the specific design of the Units in question. (Tr. III, p. 636, I. 8 — 9.) Mr. Byrne also

testified that SCE&G intends to use the personnel and nuclear operating culture it has

established at Unit I as the basis for establishing the staffing and operating culture for
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Units 2 and 3. (Tr. III, p. 636, I. 17 - 19.) In addition, as Mr. Byrne testified,

Westinghouse AP1000 technology represents an updated design of the Westinghouse

pressurized water reactor technology currently in use at Unit I Moreover, the AP 1000s'

passive safety systems should make the new Units simpler and less expensive to operate

and maintain than earlier Westinghouse units. (Tr. III, p. 572, l. 11 — 19.) Based on all

these factors, the Commission concludes that the anticipated capacity factors for Units 2

and 3 as included in Dr. Lynch's resource planning analyses are reasonable and

appropriate for use in evaluating long-term nuclear operating costs.

d. Conclusion as to System Economy

The Company's witnesses testified extensively in support of the reasonableness of

the price, schedule and cost projections on which the decision to select Units 2 and 3 was

made The EPC Contract, the inflation and contingency adjustments, the project schedule

and the cost projections presented by the Company have been extensively reviewed and

audited by the ORS staff experts, as well as by the independent outside experts m

generation plant construction that ORS has employed to assist in the audit of the

Combined Application. (Tr. Vill, p. 1903, l. 21 —p. 1904, 1. 2; Tr. Vill, p. 1954, I. 5—

18.) Those ORS witnesses have testified that their audit and review confirmed the

reasonableness of the projections and assumptions contained in those documents. (Tr.

Vill, p. 1954, 1 5 —18.)

For al! these reasons, the Commission finds that the cost projections and

comparative economic analyses on which the selection of Units 2 and 3 was made are

reasonable and appropriate. Based on these specific economic analyses and the broader
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evaluation of system needs by SCE&G's leadership team, the Company properly

concluded that the construction of Units 2 and 3 would provide the greatest and most

dependable contribution to system economy of all reasonably competitive alternatives.

2. Contribution tn System Reliability

In evaluating the contribution of Units 2 and 3 to system reliability, the

Commission is required to assess the ability of the facility when constructed to operate

reliably and to support reliable electric service to SCE&G's customers. One intervenor,

Mr. Wojcicki, challenged the proposed site of Units 2 and 3 as being unsuitable from a

rehability standpoint because of concerns about the sufficiency of water supply for the

Units during drought conditions and because of their location in relation to system load

centers.

a. Water Supply

The record shows that Units 2 and 3 will benefit from a unique combination of

water resources available at the siie. Units 2 and 3 will be built adjacent to the Broad

River which is one of the major river systems in South Carolina. The adequacy of the

Broad River's water supply is shown by its "7QI0". The 7Q10 is a standard

measurement representing low flow with a ten-year return frequency. In other words, it

is the lowest stream flow for seven consecutive days that would be expected to occur

once in ten years. (Tr. X, p. 2497, l. 3 —7.) The 7QIO for the Broad River downstream

of the facility at the Alston USGS gauge calculated in March 2007 is 853 cfs. The

normal water use during normal operations of the facility, which is approximately 83 cfs,
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of which a portion is returned to the Broad River, represents less than 10aiv of the 7QI0

flow. (Tr. X, p. 2497, I. 8 —12.)

At the point where Units 2 and 3 will be built, the Broad River is impounded by

SCEdcG's Parr Reservoir. The Units themselves will not draw cooling water directly

from Parr Reservoir, but from the Monticello Reservoir, a 6,800 acre lake connected to

Parr Reservoir which serves as the reservoir for the Fairfield Pumped Storage facility that

SCEdrG constructed in the 1970s. When full, Monticello Reservoir holds 29,000 acre

feet of usable water, which is enough water to meet the needs of Units I, 2 and 3

operating at full capacity for approximately 2.5 months. (Tr. 111, p. 552, I. 20 —p. 553, I.

4; Vol. X, p. 2498, l. 5-8.) In addition, there are eight pumping turbines at the Fairfield

Pumped Storage facility with a combined rating of 576 MW. These turbines can pump

water up from the Parr Reservoir into Lake Monticello where it can be released to

generate electricity or stored for use as cooling water for Units 2 and 3. The Fairfield

Pumped Storage facility allows SCEdiG to replenish Monticello Reservoir at any time

that there is an adequate volume of water in the Broad River or the Parr Reservoir, even if

that volume of water is available only for a shots period of time. (See generally, Tr III,

p. 547, l. 9 - p. 553, I. 7.)

As indicated above, the record shows that the operation of Units 2 and 3 will

require a modest amount of water compared to the amount of water available in the

Broad River and Monticello Reservoir. Furthermore, the Jenkinsville site provides the

Company with the unique ability to collect water in the Parr Reservoir and to use

Fairfield Pumped Storage pumps to replenish Monticello Reservoir whenever conditions
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in Parr Reservoir and the Broad River permit. (Tr. III, p. 551, l. 21 —p. 553, l. 7.) As

witnesses for both the Company and ORS testified, the water supplies available at the site

of Units 2 and 3 are more than adequate to support rehable operations of Units 2 and 3.

(See Jdu Tr. IV, p. 757, l. 18 —25; Tr. Vill, p. 2152, l. 9 —18; Tr. X, p. 2514, l. 18 —p.

2515, 1. 4.)

b. Transmission

Mr. Wojcicki also contended that the location of Units 2 and 3 in Jenkinsville

does not support the reliability of the system because of its distance from load centers in

coastal areas of SCEdtG's service territory. However, as SCEdcG's Manager of

Transmission Planning, Mr. Young, testified SCEdcG's largest load center is not located

along the coast but in the central portion of South Carolina, where Units 2 and 3 will be

located. If the units were located at the coast, new transmission lines connecting them to

the load center in the central portion of the state would be required. Moreover, currently

there are six SCE&G transmission lines and two Santee Cooper lines serving the site of

Unit I and only four new SCEdcG lines and two new Santee Cooper lines will be needed

to move the additional power to be generated by Units 2 and 3. A coastai site would not

have an existing transmission infrastructure such as the one at the Jenkinsville site and

would require a full complement of six to ten new transmission tines to distribute the

power generated to different areas of the system. (Tr. XII, p. 2793, l. 13 —21.)

For these reasons, the decision to locate Units 2 and 3 in central South Carolina

and not along the coast as advocated by Mr. Wojcicki is prudent and reasonable and does

not impair the reliability of those Units to serve customer load from a transmission
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standpoint. Neither water supply nor transmission issues are likely to compromise the

rehability of those units. Mr. Wojcicki's motion to require relocation is denied.

E. Reasonable Assurance that the Facilities Can Comply with Applicable
State and Local Laws

The fiflh finding required by the Siting Act is whether "there is reasonable

assurance that the proposed facility will conform to applicable state and local laws and

regulations. " S.C. Code Ann. Ij 58-33-160 (1)(e). Hearing Exhibit 2 contains a list of the

19 major permits, span from NRC permits, required to construct and operate Units 2 and

3. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-7, p. I —3.) Three of the 19 major permits are federal

permits exclusively. a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission permit for work on

Monticello Reservoir, a Corps of Engineers wetlands permit for site work, and a Federal

Aviation Commission permit for construction cranes to be erected on site. The remaining

16 permits are state permits or joint state-federal permits administered by the state.

(Hearing Exhibit 31, SES-I, p. I —3.) The record reflects that, so long as SCEtkG

obtains these 16 permits and operates according to their terms, the construction and

operations of Units 2 and 3 will be in compliance with all state and local laws. (Tr. X, p.

2428, 1. I I —p. 2429, 1. 10.)

Company witness Byrne testified that in his opinion and in the opinion of the

members of his new nuclear deployment team, all of these permits could be obtained in a

timely fashion and that Units 2 and 3 could be operated in compliance with all applicable

laws and regulations, both state and federal. (Tr. III, p. 610, l. 9 —16) Mr. Byrne's

testimony on this point was not contradicted by any party. Accordingly, the record



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E —ORDER NO. 2009-104(A)
MARCH 2, 2009
PAGE 56

supports the finding that Units 2 and 3 can be built and operated in comphance with all

applicable state and local laws and regulations as the Siting Act requires.

F. Public Convenience and Necessity

The sixth and final finding required by the Siting Act is whether "pubhc

convenience and necessity require the construction" of the proposed facilities. S.C. Code

Ann. (j 58-33-160(I) (fl. The Commission construes this provision of the statute as

requiring a finding that integrates into a single determination all aspects of the public

interest evaluation related to the plant. In this case, the record demonstrates that Units 2

and 3 represent capacity that is needed to supply reasonably forecasted customer

demands. In addition, the size, type, location and technology of the Units are the

preferable means of doing so with the greatest economy and reliability and with the least

impact on the environment.

As discussed above, the principal benefit of nuclear generation, in addition to

lower forecasted costs, is the fact that it helps insulate customers from the puce volatility

and supply risk that are increasingly associated with fossil fuel fired generation. Nuclear

generation also insulates customers from future COi and other environmental compliance

costs associated with fossil fuels, which are likely to be significant. Alternative energy

sources may provide useful supplemental energy for SCE&G's system going forward.

However, the cost competitiveness, availability and reliability of alternative energy

sources are subject to significant questions and concerns at this time Public convenience

and necessity would not be supported by forcing SCE&G's customers to rely on the
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future availability and cost competitiveness of these energy sources as a substitute for

SCE&G constructing additional base load capacity at this time.

The risks related to nuclear construction, and the steps that SCE&G has taken to

mitigate them, are discussed extensively in the record. The Company's plans to manage

licensing risks and delays and to oversee construction through its own personnel and

processes are also discussed more fully below. The record shows that the Company has

carefully evaluated the nsks related to nuclear construction and operations and compared

them to the risks and costs of other alternatives. The Commission agrees with this

assessment and finds that the public convenience and necessity support the construction

of Units 2 and 3 as proposed by SCE&G.

IV. BASE LOAD REVIEW ACT FINDINGS

The Base Load Review Act requires the Commission to go beyond the public

convenience and necessity findings required under the Siting Act and to conduct a full

pre-construction prudency review of the proposed Units and the EPC Contract under

which they will be built. The Commission must also set out construction schedules and

annual capital cost schedules which will establish the prudency and reasonableness of

plant capital costs if such schedules are met.

A. The Prudence and Reasonableness of the Decision to Proceed with
Construction of Units 2 and 3

The first finding that the Commission is required to make under the Base Load

Review Act is whether "the utility's decision to proceed with construction of the plant is

prudent and reasonable given the information available to the utility at the time. " S.C.

Code Ann. 58-33-270(a)(1). The discussion that follows describes in detail the support
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for this Commission's findings on this standard. The Act also requires related tindings

concerning the "choice of the specific type of unit or units and the major components of

the plant" as well as "the qualification and selection of the principal contractors and

suppliers for the plant.
"S.C. Code Ann. 58-33-270(b)(4),(5). These findings are the heart

of the pre-construction prudency review envisioned by the Base Load Review Act. They

require the Commission to make a comprehensive assessment of the decision to build the

plant to determine if that decision is reasonable and prudent based on all available

information.

In addition to the Siting Act findings listed above, factors showing that the

Company's decision to proceed with construction of Umts 2 and 3 is prudent and

reasonable include: a) the selection of the Jenkinsville site for Units 2 and 3; b) the

selection of AP1000 technology as the appropriate reactor technology for this project; c)

the related decision to select Westinghouse Electric Corporation, LLC and Stone tk

Webster, Inc. as the nuclear system supplier and construction contractor, respectively; d)

the selection of other major contractors for the project; e) the structure and terms of the

EPC Contract; fl the price at which the plant is being constructed; and g) the Company's

ability to execute its financing plan for construction of the Units Each of these matters is

considered below.

1. The Selection of the Jenktnsville Site

The record shows that the Jenkinsville site was selected for Units 2 and 3 based

on a series of four site evaluation studies conducted over 34 years. (Hearing Exhibit 2,

SAB-I, p. 5.) These studies consistently identified the Jenkinsville site as being among
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the most suitable of the sites on SCE&G's system for the construction of a new base load

generating unit (Idu Tr. III, p. 548, l. 6 —p. 551, 1. 9.)

The record shows that SCE&G selected the Jenkinsville site as the site for Units 2

and 3 for a number of appropriate reasons The site is near SCE&G's principal load

centers and is already served by extensive existing transmission infrastructure. (Tr. III, p.

653, I. 24 —p. 654, I. 2.) It is located on land that SCE&G owns and has operated as a

nuclear generation site for decades. (Tr III, p. 548, I. 6 —p 551, l. 9,) Nuclear security,

nuclear operations suppon, and nuclear training and administrative facilities are already

in place on the site, along with rail transportation infrastructure necessary to support

construction and operation of the new units. Id. The site has a superior water supply and

superior geological and seismic suitability for use as a nuclear construction site. (Tr. 111,

p. 550, I 20 —21.) Because the site has supported successful nuclear operations for over

34 years, its geological and environmental features have been extensively studied,

monitored and analyzed for an extended period of time. (Tr. III, p. 548, I. 6 —p 551, I.

9.)

The ORS audited and evaluated the site selection process and criteria as well as

the decision to select the Jenkinsville site. ORS Witness Crisp testified that the

Jenkinsville site was particularly appropriate because the foundation at the proposed site

is composed of bedrock as opposed to a coastal marl. A coastal plain site would

significantly increase the cost of the project. (Tr. VIII, p 2159, I. I —6 ) ln addition,

issues regarding potential wetlands, the necessity for obtaining transmission right of ways
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and related environmental and property issues strongly favor the placement of this project

at the Jenkinsville site. (Tr. VIII, p. 2159, I. 6 —19.)

Specific concerns were raised at the hearing concerning the seismic suitability of

the site. In response, Company witness Whorton, who was involved in the original

geological work to license Unit I, reviewed the detailed geological investigations of the

site that have been conducted over more than 25 years. As Mr. Whorton testified, the

geology of the site was extensively studied during the licensing and the construction of

Unit l. It was then sub)act to subsequent seismic reassessments by the NRC after Unit I

went into operation and then again during the license extension evaluation for Unit l.

Further geological investigation and seismic evaluation was done in preparation of the

NRC license application for Units 2 and 3.

Mr. Whorton testified that the seismic design of the AP1000 unit is more than

sufficient to withstand the postulated design basis seismic event for the Jenkinsville site,

including a recurrence of the largest recorded earthquake in the Southeastern Piedmont

Province (the Union County earthquake of January I, 1913)occurring at the plant. (Tr X,

p. 2533, l. 3 —5.) Mr. Whorton also testified that nuclear plants are designed with

significant margins of seismic safety. (Tr. X, p, 2528, I. 8 —18.) Several Japanese

nuclear units which were designed to approximately the same seismic standards as Unit 2

and 3 recently survived an earthquake of substantially higher magnitude than the design

basis event for the Jenkinsville site, with no damage to plant safety functions. (Tr. X, p.

2639, l. I —21.) The record clearly establishes the suitability of the site from a seismic

perspective.
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Based on the testimony of Mr. Whorton, the Commission finds that the record

clearly supports the prudency and reasonableness of the selection of the Jenkmsville site

as the location for Units 2 and 3.

2. The Selection of AP1000 Technology

The record shows that SCE&G selected AP1000 technology based on a

comparative evaluation of the three leading nuclear reactor designs that are commercially

available today. These three designs represent all but a small number of the nuclear

generatmg units under consideration for sitmg in the United States at this time. (Tr. III,

p. 562, I. 3 —p. 563, I. 5.) In 2005, SCE&G asl&ed each of the three vendors of these

designs to submit written responses to more than 400 technical and financial questions

concerning its unit. SCE&G then used objective weighing criteria to evaluate and

compare their responses. The evaluation of the technical and financial responses was

made independently by separate groups within the Company. (Tr. III, p. 564, I. 6 —12.)

AP1000 technology was selected as preferable by both groups of evaluators. (Tr. III, p.

564, I. 4 —8.)

In late 2006, SCE&G began a reevaluation of these vendors based on updated

information concerning the status and pricing of their designs. The reevaluation was

completed in March of 2007. SCE&G's financial evaluation of these competing designs

showed that the AP1000 unit was competitive with or preferable to the two alternative

designs from both a pure cost per megawatt basis and from a size, design, operational,

and engineering perspective. (Tr. III, p. 564, I. 14 —565, l. I - 3.)
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From the perspective of size, the AP1000 unit at 1,117 MW allows SCEdrG to

site two units at the Jenkinsville site. (Tr. 111, p. 566, I. 12 —13.) The competing

vendors' units are 1,550 MW and 1,600 MW in size. For transmission and other reasons,

SCE&G determined that it would not be practical and cost effective to site two units of

such larger size on the site. The selection of AP1000 units, however, allows a total of

2,234 MW of new generation capacity to be sited at Jenkinsville, which results in better

utilization of that site and its existing infrastructure. (Tr. III, p. 566, l. 18 —21.)

In addition, a single unit would have a single completion date, while constructing

two 1,117 MW units gives SCEdiG the ability to bring new capacity on line in two

installments separated by approximately three years. Phasing the additional capacity

allows the capacity additions to be more precisely timed to demand growth on the

system. In addition, two 1,117 MW units are preferable from an operational standpoint

to a single larger unit because two units allow more flexibility in outage scheduling and

result in less power lost to the system if a unit trips off, thereby enhancing system

reliability. (Tr. III, p. 566, I. 12 —18.)

As to design suitability, the AP1000 unit was the only one of the three units

evaluated that is a pressurized water reactor with passive safety features. The other units

were either pressurized water units or passive safety units, but not both.

The pressurized water design was important to SCE&G because that is the type of

unit SCE&G currently operates very successfully as Unit 1. Units 2 and 3 will share

many of the same components, design features, and operating characteristics as Unit 1.

These similarities will make staffing, training, operating and maintaining the Units much
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simpler than if a different technology had been selected. (Tr. Ill, p. 572, I. 5 — 10; Tr. III,

p. 567, I. 3 —7.)

Passive safety design is also important because it dramatically reduces the amount

of safety related equipment —including values, pumps and piping —that is included in the

plant's design. Less safety related equipment greatly simplifies operation and

maintenance of the Units and NRC regulatory compliance issues. None of the competing

units had both features. (Tr. III, p. 572, 1. 5 —22.)

The Company also selected the AP1000 unit because at the time of selection it

was the only one of the competing units that was fully design-certified by the NRC. The

AP1000's nuclear safety systems received NRC staff approval in 2004, and full NRC

design certification was granted thereatter. Furthermore, the AP1000 design is a similar

but enhanced version of the AP600 design which the NRC design-certified in 1999. (Tr.

III, p. 555, 1. 10 —11;Heanng Exhibit 2, SAB-I, p. 3.)

While no party testified in support of an alternative reactor technology, Ms.

Brockway on behalf of FOE stated her concern that the Company places itself and its

customers at great risk by using the "as-yet-unfinished AP1000 design. " (Tr. III, p. 430, l.

4-8.) SCE&G President Marsh refuted this argument by stating that the plant has been

certified by the NRC and that the pending revisions are enhancements to the existing

design. (Tr. III, p. 334, I. 17-19.) Company witness Byrnes testified that Revisions 1-15

have been approved by the NRC and that he sees no problems with obtaining the

approvals of the later revisions in time to meet the construction schedule in the EPC

Contract (Tr. III, p. 635, I. 7-10.) ORS witness Dr. Jacobs also testified that the design is
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finalized to the point that the probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) can be calculated,

which is a condition precedent to design certification. (Tr. VHI, p. 2181, l. 19-22)

Finally, the AP1000 presents superior opportunities for collaboration among

Southeastern utilities. At the time of the hearing, fourteen AP1000 units were being

proposed for construction by six separate utilities in the Southeast. This number of

AP1000 units increases the opportunity for cost and experience sharing among these

utilities, both during construction and operation of the Units. The record shows that

utilities are cooperating extensively in this regard. The fact that SCE&G's units will be

among the first of the fourteen such units to be built in the region means that

Westinghouse and Stone & Webster will have every incentive to complete these initial

units efficiently and on schedule, and that vendors will be eager to be selected and

retained as part of the supply chain for this extensive series of plants. The fact that so

many other utilities have selected the AP1000 unit is further evidence of the strength of

the design and competitiveness against alternative resources (Tr. III, p 570, l. 13 —p.

571, 1. 5; Tr. III, p. 573, l. 3 —17.)

The ORS has audited the Company's decision to select AP1000 units for

construction at the Jenkinsville site. (See generally, Tr. VIII, p. 2020 —2026.) ORS's

independent expert witnesses testified without reservation in support of the

reasonableness and prudence of this selection. (Tr. VIII, p 2025, I. 15 —23.) The

Company and ORS have provided the Commission with an extensive and thorough

record in regards to the appropriateness of this technology and the reasonableness of the
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selection process. After review of that record, the Commission finds that SCE/kG's

selection of the AP1000 units as Units 2 and 3 was prudent and reasonable.

3. The Qualification and Selection of Principal Contractors and
Suppliers

The Base Load Review Act requires the Commission to make a finding

concerning the prudence and reasonableness of the selection of the principal contractors

and suppliers for the construction of the plant, as well as their qualifications to perform

the work. S.C. Code (j 58-33-270(B) (5). Units 2 and 3 will be built by Westinghouse

Electric Co. , LLC, as the principal nuclear systems supplier, and Stone dc Webster, Inc.

as the principal contractor. These two companies have formed a consortium that is the

signatory for the EPC Contract to build the plant. In addition, the EPC Contract between

the Company and Westinghouse/Stone dk Webster provides a list of qualified suppliers

approved by the Company from which Westinghouse/Stone & Webster can select the

principal contractors and suppliers for this project. (Tr. Ill, p. 579, p. 5 —10; p. 585, 1.

18 —22; Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. 3 —10.)

a. Westinghouse/Stone dr Webster

The record shows that the selection of Westinghouse and Stone dr Webster to

construct Units 2 and 3 is reasonable and prudent and that they are well qualified for the

work. Westinghouse is recognized worldwide as a major supplier of nuclear technology

and has been involved in nuclear power technology since the inception of the industry.

(Tr. VIII, p. 2029, I. 11 —14.) In the 1950s, Westinghouse built both the first military

and the first commercial nuclear power plants. (Tr. VIII, p. 2027, I. 7 — 18.)

Westinghouse has been involved with the Company and the V.C. Summer site for over
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forty-four years. It designed the Parr demonstration nuclear plant which was constructed

adjacent to the V.C. Summer site in the early 1960s. (Tr. VIII, p. 2028, I. 22 —p. 2029, I.

1.) Westinghouse also designed and built Unit I, which went into commercial operation

in January 1984. (Tr. VIII, p. 2029, I. I —2.)

Currently, almost 60'lo of the United States' operating reactors are based on

Westinghouse designs. (Tr. VIII, p. 2028, I. 2 —3.) Westinghouse has also provided the

design basis for almost 50'yo of the world's operating commercial nuclear power plants.

(Tr. VIII, p. 2027, I. 11 —13.) As mentioned above, the Westinghouse AP1000 design

has been selected for 14 new nuclear units proposed to be built in the United States at this

time. Westinghouse is clearly poised to continue to maintain a strong position in the

industry and is fully qualified to be the supplier of nuclear systems to this project.

The construction contractor, Stone dc Webster, is a 110-year old company that has

been involved with design, construction and maintenance of nuclear power plants since

1957. It is currently a wholly owned subsidiary of The Shaw Group (Tr. VIII, p. 2029, I.

5 —14.) Stone dt Webster has recently been employed in the construction of a mixed-

oxide fuel (MOx) facility at the Savannah River site and in the completion of

construction of TVA's Brown's Ferry Plant. (Tr. Ill, p. 583, l. 19 —p. 584, I. 1.) Both

Westinghouse and Stone & Webster are currently involved in construction of AP1000

reactors in China, two in Sanmen, China and two more in Haiyang, Shandong Province,

China. (Tr. VIII, p. 2028, I. 13 —15.) Westinghouse/Stone k. Webster consortium has

been contracted by the Southern Company to construct two new AP1000 units at Plant
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Vogtle in Georgia, and is in contract negotiations with Duke Power, Progress Energy and

TVA for the construction of multiple units on their behalf.

One of the key considerations regarding a nuclear suppher is the strength of the

corporate quahty assurance program that will be employed to meet applicable NRC

requirements and to ensure that the plant can be built and operated in a reliable and

dependable manner. (Tr. Ill, p. 583, I. 5 —p. 584, I. 5.) Westinghouse has a long-

standing relationship with SCE&G involving maintenance and improvements to its

existing nuclear and fossil facilities. SCE&G's witnesses testified to their familiarity and

experience with the Westinghouse quality assurance program and their review and

evaluation of the comparable program run by Stone & Webster. The Company's

witnesses testified that these quality assurance programs are fully adequate to protect the

Company's interests in the quality of the equipment, components and construction of

Units 2 and 3. (Tr. III, p. 584, 1. 3- 5.)

Based upon the foregoing, the Commission finds that the selection of

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster as the suppliers and contractors for Units 2 and 3 is

reasonable and prudent.

b. Other Vendors

The EPC Contract between SCE&G and the Westinghouse/Stone & Webster

consortium requires all subcontractors and suppliers be selected from a list of

prescreened/preapproved vendors. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. I - 2.) All suppliers

performing nuclear safety related work will be required to comply with the consortium's

quality assurance program. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. 1.) The consortium's Project
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Quality Assurance Program is an exhaustive process of evaluation and approval of all

suppliers of safety-related products and services. The suppliers, including those that carry

the ASME nuclear accreditation, are evaluated annually and audited every three years,

including suppliers that carry the ASME nuclear certification. (Tr. VIII, p. 1901, l. 11—

14.) The criteria to qualify potential suppliers for use in supplying components for the

AP1000 under the quality assurance program include: the supplier being listed on the

consortium's qualified suppliers list, the supplier having a standing relationship with the

consortium for the supply of the specific type of component, and the supplier having a

proven track record of successfully supplying quality components to the nuclear industry.

(Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. 1.) Once a vendor satisfies these criteria, the consortium

conducts an on-site audit to perform an assessment of the potential supplier's facilities,

capabilities, and programs. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. 1.) All qualified suppliers are

thereafter evaluated annually and audited, except under special circumstances, every

three years. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-4, p. 1.) A list of potential suppliers and vendors

for the Units 2 and 3 was included as Exhibit P to the EPC.

In addition to the consortium's review and audit processes, SCEkG has evaluated

the suppliers and subcontractors identified in Exhibit P to the EPC and the consortium's

quality assurance programs under which they will operate. (Tr. 111, p. 587, I 8 —11;

Heanng Exhibit 2, SAB-3, p. 1.) Many of these subcontractors and vendors have been

known by the Company for decades and have worked with the Company successfully in

operating Unit I and other electric generating stations. (Tr. III, p 587, I 11 —15.)
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In addition, SCE&G has contracted with the Bechtel Corporation to serve as the

lead contractor in preparing the site-specific Combined Construction and Operating

License Application ("COLA") for Units 2 and 3 and in assisting SCE&G in obtaining

the required license from the NRC. As Company witness Byrne testified, Bechtel is one

of the most experienced and well-recognized firms internationally in power systems

construction, engineering and consulting services. (Tr. III, p. 604, I. 9 —11.) SCE&G

has extensive knowledge of Bechtel Corporation both from past projects and from

Bechtel's standing and involvement in the nuclear power industry. (Tr. III, p. 604, I. 11—

14.) According to Mr. Byrne, the NRC has already completed its sufficiency review of

the COLA prepared by Bechtel for Units 2 and 3 and has declared the COLA sufficient

and available for review and comment. Mr. Byrne testified that SCE&G has been fully

satisfied by the thoroughness, professionalism and competency of the work that Bechtel

and its subcontractors have done to date and that Bechtel is capable of seeing the

application through to its conclusion. (Tr. III, p. 604, I. 14 —17.) The Commission finds

that Bechtel and its subcontractors are well qualified to assist the Company in obtaining a

license for the new Units,

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the contractors and vendors,

mcluding those provided for in the EPC and otherwise, are competent and reliable to

perform as subcontractors and vendors to the project and that their selection and

qualifications were reasonable and prudent and fully satisfies the requirements of the

Base Load Review Act.
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4. The Terms of the EPC Contract

A key component of the prudency review envisioned by the Base Load Review

Act is a review of the reasonableness and prudence of the contract under which the new

units will be built. Units 2 and 3 will be constructed pursuant to the terms of an EPC

Contract which SCE&G negotiated with Westinghouse/Stone & Webster over a two and

a half-year period. Under that contract, SCE&G is responsible for providing the

construction site and specified construction utilities and for obtaining permits and

licenses needed to build and operate the Umts. (Tr. 111, p. 580, I. 12 — 14.)

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster is responsible for other aspects of designing, engineering

and constructing the Units (Tr. III, p. 579, 1. 13 —16; Tr. III, p. 579, I. 21 —p. 580, I. 3.)

Both a contidential and non-confidential version of the EPC Contract have been filed in

the record of this proceeding as Exhibit C to Mr. Byrne's testimony. (Hearing Exhibit 2,

SAB-3.)

a. Pricing Terms

The pricing under the EPC Contract divides the Westinghouse/Stone & Webster

charges into seven specific categories. Each of those categories has distinct pricing terms

that apply to those aspects of the work that fall within them.

~ The Fixed with No Adjustment category includes some major plant

components necessary to construct the Units. The price for these items

is fixed in absolute dollars and no inflation adjustment or escalation

rate applies to them. (Tr. III, p. 589, 1. 5- 11.)
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~ The Firm with Fixed Adjustment A category includes other items of

major equipment for the plant. The price for this equipment is fixed in

2007 dollars. That price is subject to escalation based on a specified

annual percentage rate that is established in the contract (Tr. Ill, p.

589, 1. 12 —20.)

~ The Firm with Fixed Adjustment 8 category includes specialized

nuclear-specific labor, systems and material charges that will be

incurred by Westinghouse Electric Corporation directly in designing

and constructing the Units. The price for this work is fixed in 2007

dollars and is subject to escalation based on a specified annual

percentage rate that is slightly higher than the rate for Firm with Fixed

Adjustment A category. (Tr. Ill, p. 589, l. 21 —p.590, l. 9.)

~ The Actual Cra(I Wages category includes all site craft labor, which is

skilled construction labor such as welders, pipe fitters, riggers, and

concrete finishers. These labor costs are charged at

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster's actual cost at the time they are

incurred. (Tr. III, p. 590, I. 19 —21.)

~ The Non/Labor Target category mcludes costs of construction material

and supplies as well as the cost of ancillary buildings such as

warehouses. These costs are charged based on Westinghouse/Stone &

Webster's actual cost at the time they are incurred. (Tr. Ill, p. 591, 1. I

—5)
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~ The Time and Materials category includes charges for the time and

materials supplied by Westinghouse/Stone & Webster in support of

SCE&G's obtaining required licenses and permits for the Units, and

testing and start-up of the Units. These costs are charged based on

Westinghouse/Stone &. Webster's actual cost at the time they are

incurred. No escalation rate is specified in the EPC Contract. (Tr. III,

p. 591, 1. 6 —10.)

~ The Firm with Indexed Adjustment category includes all items not

included in other categories. Specifically, it includes such things as

non-craft labor and anciflary costs of the construction project such as

insurance. For charges that fall within this cost category, the

underlying price in 2007 dollars is fixed, but the price is subject to

escalation based on the Handy-Whitman All Steam South Atlantic

Region escalator as it is updated year to year. (TR. III, p. 590, I 10—

18.)

Of these seven price categories, four are categories for which prices are fixed in

absolute dollars, or are quoted in firm 2007 dollars with a stated escalation rate or

specified inflation index. In these "fixed and firm*' categories, SCE&G remains at risk

for scope additions and change orders. Otherwise, substantially all of the non-inflation

price risk is assumed by Westinghouse/Stone & Webster. (Heanng Exhibit 2, SAB-3, p.
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The Target Price categories include Actual Craft Wages and Non-Labor Target

The EPC Contract sets a Target Price for these cost categories in 2007 dollars subject

only to indexed inflation and to scope changes and change orders. If Westinghouse/Stone

& Webster exceeds the Price Target, then it is at risk for a contractually determmed

portion of its profits on the excess work. (Tr. II, p. 179, l. 3 —6.) If the work comes in

under the Target Price, then Westinghouse/Stone & Webster are allowed to keep a

majority of the savings. (Tr. II, p. 179, I. 6 —8.) This combination of potential incentives

and penalties provides Westinghouse/Stone & Webster with a strong motivation to

complete the project at or below the Target Price.

The Time and Materials category is the only EPC cost category that is outside

both the fixed and firm category and the target price category. It represents the cost of

assistance that Westinghouse/Stone & Webster will provide to SCE&G in licensing,

permitting and testing the Units and is a small component of the total price. (Tr III, p

592, 1. 18 —p. 594, 1. 11.)

A number of intervenors have raised questions concemmg the degree of price

certainty provided by the EPC Contract. SCE&G Witnesses Byrne and Marsh testified

that in the EPC Contract negotiations, the Company sought to obtain the greatest degree

of price assurance possible, with due consideration to the cost that Westinghouse/Stone &

Webster's would charge for accepting additional price risk. (Tr. II, p. 178, l. 15 —p. 179,

I. 9.) A review of the EPC Contract's pricing terms indicates that m excess of 50'i'o of the

total EPC puce falls into fixed or firm categories. (Tr. 111, p. 592, I. 5 —7,) More

specifically, these fixed and firm categories contain the malor equipment and components
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that are to be used in the Units, and the majority of nuclear-specific engineering and other

services that will be provided by Westinghouse as the nuclear systems provider. (Tr.

VIH, p. 2032, I. I —p. 2033, I. 5.) Westinghouse/Stone & Webster was able to provide

fixed or firm pricing not only on the majority of the total price, but also on the majority

of those elements of the equipment and services that were most uniquely nuclear in

nature, and so subject to potential price risks that are unique as compared to more

standard construction cost items. The Target Pricing provisions, quoted above, provide

additional incentives to hold prices on other parts of the contract to anticipated levels.

For these reasons, the Commission finds that the EPC Contract contains reasonable and

prudent pricing provisions, as well as reasonable assurances of puce certainty for a

project of this scope.

b. Quality Assurance Terms

An important set of provisions in the EPC Contract are the terms related to

ongoing quality control and quality assurance during the course of the project The EpC

Contract requires timely financial and status reporting by Westinghouse/Stone & Webster

during the course of the project. SCE&G has the right to inspect all work, including

fabrication conducted off-site by Westinghouse/Stone & Webster and m supplters' and

vendors' facilities. (Tr. VIII, p. 1901, l. 22 —p. 1902, I. 3.) SCE&G has the right to

block any new vendors from being added to this list that do not meet its approval. (Tr.

III, p. 586, 1.4 —7 )

SCE&G has clear contractually-defined rights to access and inspect contractors'

and subcontractors' facilities and to audit their quality assurance programs and
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manufacturing techniques. (Tr. III, p. 586, l. 13 - 18.) The EPC Contract has specified 

witness points and hold points at which SCE&G personnel have the right to be present 

when certain key manufacturing processes take place, and to inspect the quality of 

partially completed equipment and components at designated stages of their production. 

(Tr. III, p. 586, I. 18 - 21.) SCE&G may designate additional witness and hold points at 

its expense. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-3.) SCE&G has the right to reject work, 

equi pment and components, the right to issue "stop work" orders to allow time to resolve 

questions concerning quality deficiencies, and the right to require contractors or 

subcontractors to change manufacturing processes to correct quality deficiencies. (Tr. 

VIII, p. 1902, I. 20 - 23.) The EPC includes detailed requirements for subcontractor 

quality assurance, reporting of defects and noncompliance to SCE&G and 

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster, quality control and inspection activities by SCE&G and 

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster to ensure performance, access and auditing of quality 

control by SCE&G at Westinghouse/Stone & Webster facilities and subcontractor 

facilities. (Tr. III, p. 586, I. 13 - 18.; Tr. VIII, p. 1902, I. 18 - 20.) 

The record shows that the EPC Contract contains provisions that are reasonable 

and prudent and allow SCE&G to protect its interest and the interests of its customers in 

the quality of the work done to construct Units 2 and 3. The Commission points out that 

regardless of the terms of the EPC contract, SCE&G has the ultimate responsibility for 

the proper execution of the EPC contract and the construction of the units, including 

appropriate quality control and quality assurance. 
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c. Other Provisions of the EPC Contract

The EPC Contract sets definitive substantial completion deadlines for Units 2 and

3 of April I, 2016 and January I, 2019 respectively. Westinghouse/Stone & Webster

must pay liquidated damages in material amounts if completion is delayed. (Tr. 111, p

598, I. 10 —16.)

As to warranties, the EPC Contract contains warranties on materials, work and

equipment which begin to run from substantial completion of each Unit or from the date

that the equipment or component is placed into service if SCE&G places it mto service

before substantial completion of the Unit. (Tr. III, p. 599, I. 15 —p, 600, I. 9; Hearing

Exhibit 2, SAB 3.) The EPC Contracr contains provisions for SCE&G to purchase

extended warranties on equipment at prices to be offered by Westinghouse/Stone &

Webster. (Tr. III, p. 600, l. 6 —9.) The EPC Contract contains clear capacity targets for

Units 2 and 3, with liquidated damages if they are not met, and bonus payments if the

plants demonstrate that they can reliably generate more power than specified in the EPC

Contract. (Tr. Ill, p. 598, I. 10 —16; Tr. III, p. 599, I. I
—6.) The EPC Contract contains

clear processes and procedures for measuring compliance of the Units with capacity

targets and guarantees. (Tr. III, p. 598, I. 20 —p. 599, I. 6; Tr. III, p. 599, I. 17 —p. 600, l.

9)

As to change orders, the EPC Contract contains clear definitions of the sorts of

conditions that entitle the contractors to change orders and associated price adjustments.

Tr. III, p. 594, 1. 17 —p. 595, I. 1.) These provisions are contained in Article 9 of the EPC

Contract. These provisions specify in detail the sort of information required to be
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submitted with a change order, the requirement for review and agreement by 

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster and SCE&G to change orders, the payment and schedule 

impacts of change orders and the handling of disputes as to change orders. (Tr. III, p. 

595, I. 3 - 8.) Mr. Byrne testified that these change order provisions are reasonable and 

reflect standard practice in the industry and provide appropriate protection for SCE&G 

and its customers. (Tr. III, p. 595, I. 9 - 10.) 

The EPC Contract contains guarantee provisions under which the parents of both 

Westinghouse (Toshiba, Corp.) and Stone & Webster (The Shaw Group) agree to stand 

behind the obligations of their subsidiaries up to certain defined amounts. (Hearing 

Exhibit 2, SAB-3.) It includes rights for SCE&G to terminate work under the contract 

during the construction process. (Tr. III, p. 669, I. 7 - 17.) In addition, it addresses such 

matters as Insurance; Limitation of Liability; Liens; Proprietary Data; Intellectual 

Property; Environmental Controls and Hazardous Materials; Title and Risk of Loss; 

Suspension and Termination of Work; Safety - Incident Reporting; Qualifications and 

Protection of Assigned Personnel (including provisions for fitness for duty and security 

screening; training to environmental, OSHA, NRC and other applicable Laws, NRC 

Whistleblower Provision and respirator protection); Records and Audits; Taxes; Dispute 

Resolution; Notices; Assignment; Waiver; Modification; Survival; Transfer; Governing 

Law - Waiver of Jury Trial - Certain Federal Laws; Relationship of Owner (SCE&G) and 

Contractor (Westinghouse/Stone & Webster); Third Party Beneficiaries; Representations 

and Warranties; and Miscellaneous Provisions. (Tr. III, p. 600 I. ]2 - p. 601, I. 5.) 
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ORS experts conducted an extensive review of the EPC Contract and testified, as

did Mr. Byrne, that its terms are reasonable and appropriate, consistent with industry

standards, and reasonably protect SCE&G's and its customers' interests. (Tr. VIII, p.

1898, l. 6 —20.) The evidence of record supports the conclusion that the terms of the

EPC Contract are reasonable and prudent.

However, in any event, regardless of the terms of the EPC Contract, SCE&G has

the ultimate responsibility for the proper execution of that contract and the construction

of the Units, includmg appropriate quality control and quality assurance.

5. The Price of Units 2 and 3

The Combined Application, at Exhibit F, set out the estimated cost of Units 2 and

3 as $6,313,376,000 in escalated dollars. (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-1.) Of this amount,

$1,514,340,000 represents escalations and inflation resulting in an unescalated cost of

$4,799,036,000. (Hearing Exhibit 37.) Included in that amount is $264,289,000 of

capitalized interest in the form of AFUDC. (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-l.) Accordingly,

the estimated construction cost of the project in 2007 dollars is $4,534,747,000 (or

$3,693 per KW), net of AFUDC.

The amount of $4,534,747,000, is the cost of Units 2 and 3 without AFUDC in

2007 dollars and is the capital cost which SCE&G asks this Commission to approve

under the terms of the Base Load Review Act. (AFVDC and inflation will be calculated

as set forth in this Order and added to it as the project proceeds. ) The $4,534,747,000 is

also the cost beyond which SCE&G must obtain Commission approval of a change in the

project in order to remain eligible for revised rates under the Base Load Review Act.
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Company witness Byrne testified that this cost was the result of intense

negotiations which resulted in substantial price concessions from Westinghouse/Stone &

Webster related to their interest in closing initial contracts to ensure that their technology

led in the revitalization of the nuclear industry in the United States. (Tr. Hl, p. 633, I 12

—p. 634, I. I.) ORS Witness Crisp, who has international experience in power plant

negotiations, testified that SCE&G was the clear winner in the EPC Contract negotiations

and that the resulting price for Units 2 and 3 is quite reasonable. (Tr. VIII, p. 1954, 1. 14

—18.) No party has taken the position that this price is unreasonably high for the price

for new nuclear capacity. (Hearing Exhibit 37; Tr. IH, p. 575, I. 15 —22.)

Instead, FOE argued that this price is unrealistically low. However, as discussed

above, there is nothing in the EPC Contract or the cost schedules and estimates based on

it to support the argument that SCE&G has underestimated the foreseeable cost of the

Units. There are no terms or provisions in the EPC Contract or elsewhere that support

the assertion made at the hearing that "bait and switch" pricing underhes the pnce

presented in the Combined Application. The $4,534,747,000 price includes all major

aspects of plant construction and licensing, reasonable estimates of owner's cost,

including licensing and permitting costs and prolect oversight, reasonable estimates of the

costs of transmission upgrades associated with the Units, and reasonable amounts of

additional project contingencies in addition to those already included in the underlying

price bids and estimates. (Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-3.) Given the contractual

commitments, inflation assumptions and contingencies that this price includes, the

Company's price estimate constitutes an estimate of the price of the Units that is
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reasonable and prudent and provides an appropriate basis for approved capital costs to be

established in the requested base load review order.

6. The Company's Plan for Financing I)nits 2 and 3

Certam of the intervenors have raised questions about whether SCE&G can

successfully finance the construction of Units 2 and 3. The concerns raised relate to a)

the specificity of SCE&G's financing plan as presented in this proceeding, b) the overall

ability of SCE&G to finance the project, and c) the ability of SCE&G to finance the

project in the context of the liquidity and financial crisis that the nation is experiencing at

this time.

a. The Reasonableness and Practicality of SCK&G's Financing Plan

The record shows that SCE&G will finance the immediate cash needs of its

construction program using short-term borrowing. (Tr. IV, p. 932, I. 11 —12.) Later, as

short term debt reaches a sufficient amount, the Company will replace the short-term debt

with medium to long term debt. (Tr. IV, p. 932, l. 14 —16.) The timmg, size, and terms

of these medium-term to long-term debt issuances will depend on market conditions at

those times and the cash needs of the project as they develop. As to capital structure, Mr.

Addison testified that the Company will monitor its equity to capital ratios, and plans to

issue equity sufficient to finance the nuclear investment on a 50-50 debt/equity basis over

time. (Tr. IV, p. 932, l. 21 —p. 933, I. 1.) The timing and amount of these future equity

issuances will also depend on future market conditions. (Tr. IV, p. 933, 1. I —3.)

As Company witness Addison testified, this approach is in keeping with the

Company's standard practice when investing in major capital projects on its system. As
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is typically the case, the timing and amount of future debt and equity issuances cannot be

predicted with specificity. (Tr. IV, p. 932, I. 11 —20.)

SCE&G will use revised rates under the provisions of the Base Load Review Act

to generate funds to pay debt service on the newly issued debt, and to provide earnings to

support the newly issued equity. (Tr IV, p. 917, I. 14 —19.) These revised rate filings

will allow the Company to obtain a timely recovery of the cost of capital associated with

its ongoing investment in the construction of the new units as that construction proceeds.

In the Combined Application and the exhibits to the testimony of Company witness Best,

the Company has provided a detailed schedule of the revenue requirements to support its

investment in the new units year to year. It has also provided the projected rate

adjustments year by year to support this investment. The anticipated rate adjustments

will be made through revised rate filings under the Base Load Review Act. As Company

witness Addison testified, these adjustments are self-calibrating and will reflect the

current cost of debt, the current capital structure and the current amount of capital

investment in the Units at the time of each revised rates proceeding. They will reflect a

return on equity that is set at a rate, I lao, that is sufficient in current conditions, but can

change if the Commission sets a different return m a future rate proceedmg. The rate

adjustments needed to support the construction of the Units will be spread over the period

between 2009 and 2019. In no year is any projected increase related to the investment in

the Units anticipated to exceed 4'/w (Tr. IV, p. 924. l. 12 —21.)

Based on the evidence on the record in this proceeding, the Commission finds that

the financial plan set out here is reasonable, prudent and practical.
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In addition, as Mr. Addison testified, this plan has been presented to the

investment community, including rating agency personnel, investment analysts,

institutional mvestors, and hedge-fund investors. They have been supportive of the plan

and the Company's ability to raise capital under it, assuming a positive outcome to these

proceedings. Their support is indicated in the strong investment grade debt ratings that

have been affirmed for SCE&G's debt, and in the reasonable stock prices that the

Company has maintained even in the face of current conditions. The evidence on the

record clearly supports the Company's ability to finance the construction of Units 2 and 3

using its current financing plan and the mechanisms provided by the Base Load Review

Act. (Tr. IV, p. 943, I 5 —p. 944, I. 2.)

b. The Level of Detail Presented in the Plan

Certain of the intervenors challenged the level of detail presented concerning the

Company's financial plan. The testimony on the record of this case, however, shows that

the scope and detail of the financial plan as presented here is not in any way deficient for

purposes of this proceeding. As Mr Addison testified, the plan presented here is the

same plan that has been presented to the rating agencies, to investment analysts and to

investors. The plan does not contain details concerning the size and dates of future debt

and equity issues, because those details depend on the timing of future cash needs, and

the nature of future market conditions which cannot be known at this time (Tr. IV, p.

93I, I. I3 —IS.) Instead, under the Company's plan, the timing, size and terms of future

debt and equity issuances remain flexible. The record shows that the scope and detail

provided concerning this plan is sufficient to allow the Commission to evaluate the
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reasonableness and prudence of the decision to build Units 2 and 3, and to determine that

the plan is both practical and realistic. (See generally, Tr. IV, p. 951 —955.)

c. SCE&G's Ability to Execute the Plan in Current Markets

FOE and other intervenors challenge the reasonableness and prudence of the

Company's decision to proceed with the construction of Units 2 and 3 in the face of

current economic conditions. For mstance, FOE*s witness Brockway questioned whether

the Company will be able to raise the required funds given the recent liquidity crisis and

the tight financial markets that have resulted.

The record shows, however, that the Company has been able to maintain access to

capital even during the height of the liquidity crisis. The Company's CFO, Mr. Addison,

testified concerning the Company's experience during this period. He testified that

during the last week of September 2008, which was at the height of the liquidity crisis,

SCE&G went to the market for $250 million in 10-year first mortgage bonds to fund its

operations, including ongoing investments in Units 2 and 3, and to increase its cash

reserves. (Tr. IV, p. 928, l. 17- 19.) In all, the Company received formal expressions of

interest in these bonds that totaled $1.3 billion. (Tr. IV, p. 928, l. 22 —p. 929, l. 1.) In

light of this market response, SCE&G increased the size of the ultimate issue to $300

million and tightened the coupon interest rate on the bonds from 6rdr percent interest to

6id percent. (Tr. IV, p. 928, I. 17 —p. 929, l. 3; Tr. IV, p. 950, l. 19 —20.) The bond

issue was successfully closed during the first week in October and, according to Mr.

Addison, the Company has continued to receive unsolicited inquiries from large investors

wanting to acquire more SCE&G bonds. (Tr. IV, p. 928, l. 17 —p. 929, l. I 1.)
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At the same time, the Company has continued to maintain a stock price that

supports its access to additional equity capital on reasonable terms. (Tr. IV, p. 928, I. 10

— 15.) As to debt ratings, iVIoody's affirmed a strong, investment grade rating for

SCE&G in November, 2008. (Tr. Vl, p. 1241, p. 7 - 21.) The rating agency specifically

recognized SCE&G's ability to access capital bond markets under current market

conditions as evidence of investors' "flight to quality and perceived comfort in lower

risks associated with rate-regulated business activities. "(Tr. VI, p. 1242, I. 4 —12.)

As Mr. Addison points out, in times of economic uncertainty, the market tends to

favor stable and predictable companies like SCE&G as "safe harbors" for capital. (Tr

IV, p. 929, I. 14 —21.) The record supports the fact that SCE&G does maintain

reasonable access to capital in spite of the recent economic downturn. Current conditions

have not made it impossible or unduly difficult for SCE&G to finance the construction of

Units 2 and 3. (Tr. IV, p. 951, I. 13 —15.)

FOE states in its Brief that, as recently as the end of September 2008, Fitch's

ratings gave the Company a "Negative Outlook, " due to '*substantial financial

commitment of its plan to construct two nuclear generating units for service in 2016 and

2019, respectively as well as the construction risk and uncertainties associated with a

project of this size and complexity. " FOE Brief at 45. However, as SCE&G witness

Addison pomted out, Fitch had stated m an August 4. 2008 press release: "Ultimately, the

rating impact will depend on management's financing plan, its ability to control

construction costs, the regulatory treatment of investment expenditures and capital

market access." (Tr. IV, pp. 912, I. 24-913, I. 2) Addison noted that the Company
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addressed the cost-related risk through the Firm/Fixed price elements of the EPC

Contract and other measures. The Company has stated it has access to capital. Through

this Order, the Commission has resolved the regulatory question. Addison opmed that

neither the drop in shon term rating by Fitch, nor the 2007 downgrade of SCE&G's credit

rating put into doubt the Company's ability to finance the new units successfully. (Tr.

IV, p. 914, I. 12-14.) Fitch downgraded the short-term debt of SCANA and its

subsidiaries, but affirmed its Single A—rating for SCE&G as an issuer and an A+ rating

for SCE&G's senior secured debt. The rating changes do not cast doubt on the ability of

the Company to issue long term debt on reasonable terms on a going forward basis. (Id.)

SCE&G currently maintains a strong investment grade rating that has been affirmed by

two rating agencies after a comprehensive review of the Company's plans for building

and financing VCSNS Units 2 and 3. (Tr. IV, p. 914, 1. 14-17.)

d. Saatee Cooper as a Financial Partner

Certam of the intervenors have challenged the completeness of the record as to

the role of Santee Cooper in this project. As stated above, SCE&G will own 55aa of the

two plants and Santee Cooper will own the remaining 45a v share. (Tr. XIII, p.2918, I. I-

5.). The Commission is not required to rule on issues concerning Santee Cooper's need

for the capacity it will purchase in Units 2 and 3 or the contribution to reliability and

system economy those Units will make to its system. Nonetheless, evidence in the record

shows that Santee Cooper and the cooperatives and municipalities it serves provide

electricity to some of the fastest growing areas in South Carolina.
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Certain of the intervenors have questioned whether the record in this case

demonstrates Santee Cooper's ability to fulfill its financial obligations to the project.

However, as the record shows, Santee Cooper is one of the largest public power utilities

in the nation. (Tr. IV, p. 934, I. 7 —9.) It has approximately $1 4 billion in annual

revenue and $5.9 billion in assets. To support growth in its retail and wholesale service

territory, Santee Cooper has accessed billions of dollars in capital in recent decades to

build and upgrade power plants. (Tr. IV, p. 934, l. 10 —12.) Santee Cooper's debt has

been consistently rated AA by the major ratmg agencies. (Tr. IV, p. 934, I 22 —p. 935,

I. 1.) On October 24, 2008, Santee Cooper successfully marketed $667 million in

revenue bonds in the midst of the ongoing market challenges. (Tr. IV, p. 935, l. 2 —4.)

Taken together, Santee Cooper and SCE&G provide wholesale or retail service for

approximately 60'ro of the customers in South Carolina, have combined electric revenues

of over $3.3 billion, and combined electric assets that exceed $13 billion. They have

successfully partnered in building and operating Unit I for over 30 years. The record

cleariy indicates that Santee Cooper is a partner for this project that is capable of living

up to its commitments to the project and of raising the capital necessary to defray its

portion of the cost of constructing Units 2 and 3. Combined, Santee Cooper and SCE&G

represent a capable team for this project. (Tr. IV, p. 935, 954 —956.) There is no reason

to doubt the commitment by Santee Cooper's board and leadership to participate in this

project. (See generally, Tr. IV, p. 955)White the Commission does not have jurisdiction

over Santee Cooper, the fact that 45'lo of the electncity generated by Units 2 and 3 will be
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generated for the benefit of cooperative customers in South Carolina is a significant

factor in its decision.

7. SCE&G's Ability to Oversee Construction of the Units

One important consideration concerning the reasonableness and prudence of the

construction plan is how SCE&G intends to oversee that construction to protect its

interests and the interests of its customers. The record in this proceeding contains a

detailed description of resources and an approach that SCE&G will use to ensure that

those interests are protected. (Tr. III, p. 617, I. 7 —p. 620, I. 7.)

a. Internal Oversight

The Commission finds that the Company will be able to manage and oversee the

construction of Units 2 and 3 Company witness Byrne testified that the Company's new

nuclear deployment team includes engineering, licensing, construction, quality assurance,

operations, training and accountmg personnel who will provide comprehensive oversight

of project construction and administration of the EPC Contract. SCE&G was in the

process of hinng additional individuals at the time of the hearing. (Tr. III, p. 617, I 10—

13.) Mr. Byme testified that specific members of the team will be charged with oversight

of each component of the construction program and EPC Contract such that SCE&G's

oversight group will mirror the organizational structure of the Westinghouse/Stone &

Webster team that is building the Units. (Tr. III, p. 617, I. 13 —20.) Members of the

oversight group will sit in on construction meetings, participate in inspection, testing and

acceptance protocols, and review and monitor issues of cost, budget compliance and

milestone progress. (Tr. III, p. 617, I. 20 —p. 618, I. 5.) All told, more than 50 SCE&G
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personnel will be committed to the new nuclear deployment team. (Tr. II, p. 179, l. 15—

17.)

This construction oversight group, reporting to SCE&G's General Manager of

New Nuclear Deployment, will meet, as necessary with the Project Directors for

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster to review project status and schedule and will also meet

with them monthly for in-depth reviews of budget and payment issues. (Tr. III, p. 618, I.

I —11.) The new nuclear deployment organization will issue written reports monthly to

SCE&G*s Senior Vice President for Generation and Chief Nuclear Officer and will meet

quarterly with the Executive Steering Committee for the Project which is comprised of

the President of SCE&G and the Chief Operating Officer of Santee Cooper. (Tr. HI, p.

618, I. 11 —15.) The General Manager of the New Nuclear Deployment group also has

the authority to escalate issues to this senior leadership group at any time. (Tr. III, p. 618,

1. 15 —16.)

b. Third-Party Oversight

In addition to the oversight functions discussed above, the plant construction will

be subject to oversight and review by the NRC. As testified by Company witness Byrne,

the level of NRC oversight and control over the site will be significant and will be

comparable to what it would be for an operating nuclear power plant, although focused

specifically on construction and fabrication rather than operations. (Tr. III, p. 584, I. 8—

14.) The Company expects as many as seven NRC inspectors to be on-site full time

during construction. (Tr. III, p. 584, 1. 14 —16.) According to Mr. Byrne, the number of

inspectors will be staged, beginning v ith module fabrication on site, and additional NRC
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inspection teams will be sent to the site on a regular basis to inspect specific activities

such as welding, ITAACs, start-up and testing. (Tr. III, p. 584, I. 16 —20.)

In addition, this project will be subject to regular and continuous review and

oversight by the ORS pursuant to the Base Load Review Act S C Code Ann tj 58-33-

277 Based upon the foregoing, the Commission finds that the Company has produced

sufficient evidence to show that it will be able to sufficiently monitor and manage the

construction of the Units 2 and 3 at the Jenkinsvi lie site.

8. SCE&G's Ability to Operate Units 2 and 3 Successfully

Certain of the intervenors challenged SCE&G's ability to operate Units 2 and 3

successfully when constructed. Their concerns centered on SCE&G's size as a utility and

its lack of a fleet of nuclear plants. However, the record clearly mdicates that SCE&G

has very successfully operated Unit I as a single unit for decades and has compiled an

excellent operating record. As Company witness Byrne testified, utilities that operate

fleets of nuclear plants nationally or regionally have not performed beuer or established a

better nuclear operating culture than SCE&G (Tr. IV, p 864, I 7 —20.) In fact, he

testified that fleet utilities may be at a disadvantage in retaining and managing a skilled

operating team because their operations are widely disbursed and the chain of command

is longer (Tr. IV, p. 864, I. 77 —p. 865, I. 21.) Both Company witness Byrne and ORS

Witness Crisp testified concerning the strength of SCE&G's current nuclear operations

and culture. (Tr. Ill, p. 551, l. 8 —19; Tr. IV, p. 858, I. 20 —p. 859, l. 4 ) The record

shows that SCE&G has been consistently successful in operating Unit I as a single unit.

There is nothing to indicate that SCE&G cannot also successfully operate Units 2 and 3.
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9. Risks of Construction

As required by S.C. Code Ann. Ij 58-27-250(8), SCE&G presented a

comprehensive list of the risk factors it had identified concerning the construction and

operation of the Units. (See Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-7.) In his testimony, Company

witness Byrne discussed those risks and the steps that SCE&G is taking to mitigate their

potential to adversely affect the cost of the Units or the construction schedule for them.

(See generally, Tr. III, p. 615 —617.)

The record shows that the risks of proceeding with construction of these Units

include licensing and regulatory risks, which mclude the risk that the NRC or other

licensing agencies might delay the project by delaying the issuance of necessary permits,

or might change regulatory or design requirements so as to increase costs or create

construction delays. Risks of the project also include the risks related to the design and

engineering that remains to be done on the Units; risks of procurement, fabrication and

transportation related to equipment and components for the Units; construction and

quality assurance risks generally; risks related to hiring, training and retaining the

personnel needed to construct and operate the Units; financial and inflation nsks, and

disaster and weather-related risks. (Tr. III, p. 615, I. 14 —21.)

In ruling on whether the decision to construct Units 2 and 3 is reasonable and

prudent, the Commission must evaluate the risks of constructing these units compared to

the risks of meeting the energy needs of SCE&G's customers by other means. As Mr.

Byrne and Mr. Marsh testified, the risks related to other alternatives include the

uncenainty as to future COi emissions cost; the uncertainty as to future coal and natural
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gas prices and supplies; the relatively large amount of coal and gas-fired generation

already included in SCE&G's generation mix; the uncertainty as to the future costs and

availability of AP1000 units or other nuclear units; the loss of special federal tax

incentives if construction is deferred and other factors. (Tr. III, p, 616, l. 4 —20; Tr. II,

p. 170, I. 15 —p. 172, l. 16.)

There is no risk-free means to meet the future energy needs of SCE&G's

customers or of the state of South Carolina. Based on the evidence of record, the

Commission finds that it is reasonable and prudent to proceed with the construction of

Units 2 and 3 in light of the information available at this time and the risks of the

alternatives. As the record also indicates, the Company has taken reasonable steps to

identify and mitigate risk factors related to this project The Commission has reviewed

the risks of the project as mitigated by SCE&G and has determined that it is reasonable

and prudent to assume these risks in light of the risks of reliance on other energy sources

to meet customers* future energy needs.

10. Risk Shifting

FOE has proposed that the Commission should anempt, in its base load review

order, to preclude SCE&G from seeking recovery of any additional costs that might arise

due to the occunence of specilied or unspecified risks of the prolect. The Commission

finds that this request is contrary to the language and intent of the Base Load Review Act.

That Act envisions a thorough prudency review of the decision to construct the Units at

this juncture. As the Act envisions, ORS and the other parties to this case have been

given a full opportunity to conduct discovery and present evidence on the prudency of the
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Company*s decision to proceed with the construction. ORS has in fact conducted a

thorough investigation of the decision to construct the Units and has employed a diverse

panel of well-qualified internal and external experts to do so. For its part, the Company

has presented comprehensive and candid testimony concerning its risk assessment and

decision making process related to these Units.

The Commission's approval of the reasonableness and prudency of the

Company's decision to proceed with construction of the Units rests on a thorough record

and detailed investigation of the information known to the Company and the parties at

this time. Once an order is issued, the Base Load Review Act provides that the Company

may adjust the approved construction schedule and schedules of capital cost if

circumstances require, so long as the adjustments are not necessitated by the imprudence

of the Company. S.C. Code Ann. Ij 58-27-270(E). The statute does not allow the

Commission to shiA risks back to the Company, as Ms. Brockway suggests, nor does the

Commission tind any justification for doing so in the record of this proceeding. In

addition, risk shifting could jeopardize investors' willingness to provide capital for the

project on reasonable terms which, in turn, could result in higher costs to customers.

B. Anticipated Construction Schedules and Contingencies and
Anticipated Components of Capital Cost and the Schedules for Incurring
Them with Contingencies

The Base Load Review Act requires the Commission to determine "the

anticipated construction schedule for the plant including contingencies [and] the

anticipated components of capital costs and the anticipated schedule for incurring them,

including specified contingencies. " S.C. Code Ann. ss 58-33-270(B)( I), (2)
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1. Construction Schedule

As discussed above, Westinghouse/Stone & Webster has contractually committed

to have substantially completed Unit 2 by April 1, 2016 and Unit 3 by January 1, 2019.

An anticipated construction schedule, m the form of a milestone schedule leading to

completion of the two Units by the substantial completion dates mentioned above, was

included in the Combined Application as Exhibit E and was introduced into the evidence

as Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-5 ('*Exhibit E"). As to Exhibit E, the Commission finds that

the milestone schedule it contains represents an appropriate anticipated construction

schedule for the plant as required by the Base Load Review Act and approves it as such.

The Commission has also reviewed the detailed construction schedule comprising Exhibit

E to the EPC Contract which was entered into the record as Hearing Exhibit 5. This

detailed construction schedule lists thousands of individual activities and tasks. Certain

interveners suggested that this document might form a suitable approved construction

schedule for purpose of this order, but this schedule is too detailed and subject to too

much change and amendment to serve as the approved construction schedule envisioned

by S.C. Code Ann. tj 58-33-270(B)(l).

2. Plant Construction Cost Forecasts

The anticipated components of capital cost for the Units are set forth on Exhibit F

to the Combined Application, which was entered into the record of this proceeding as

Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-1 ("Exhibit F'* —Public Version). This capital cost schedule

shows the anticipated capital cost of the plant and associated transmission, by year,

broken down into the seven cost categories contained in the EPC Contract, as well as
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owner's cost, transmission cost, and the forecasted amount of AFUDC. This schedule 

also sets forth the capital cost contingency associated with the plant costs and 

transmission costs by year. The base dollars in the schedule are all 2007 dollars, and 

inflation or escalation adjustments are separately stated by year for each of the major 

types of cost (plant cost, transmission cost, and contingencies). 

SCE&G Witness Byrne testified that the estimates of EPC and owner's costs 

contained in Exhibit F are reasonable and provide a reliable forecast of plant costs based 

on the information known to the Company at this time. The Commission accepts this 

testimony as credible and finds that the plant construction cost projections set forth on 

Exhibit F, specifically the Cumulative Project Cash Flow, provide an appropriate 

schedule of capital cost of Units 2 and 3 for purposes of this proceeding. (Tr. III, p. 601, 

I. 10 - p. 602, 1. 12.) As the Base Load Review Act envisions, the Commission is 

approving an overall capital cost per year for the project. The anticipated schedule of 

construction cost for the project is the Cumulative Project Cost Flow in Exhibit F (Public 

Version). The more detailed cost categories set forth in Exhibit F (Confidential Version) 

should be updated for reporting and monitoring purposes, but are not the basis on which 

compliance with capital cost schedules established herein will be determined going 

forward. 
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3. Transmission Cost Forecasts

Company witness Young testified concerning the transmission upgrades that

would be needed to deliver the power produced by Units 2 and 3 to customers and the

cost of those upgrades. (See generally, Tr. Xll, p. 2716 —p. 2729.) His testimony

supports the reasonableness of those cost estimates. Id. ) The Commission accepts this

testimony as credible and finds that the transmission cost projections set forth on Exhibit

F provide an appropriate basis for establishing the anticipated cost of transmission

improvements associated with Units 2 and 3 for purposes of this proceeding.

Company witness Young further testified that SCE&G intends to reroute the new

transmission line it will build to support Unit 2 to better serve growth along the Interstate

77 corridor north of Columbia. (Tr. XII, p. 2721, I 6 —20.) The estimated cost of the

line as originally routed is 74.2/o of the estimated cost of the rerouted line. (Tr. XII, p.

2722, l. 20 —p. 2723, I. 3.) In keeping with standard practice in such cases, SCE&G

intends to treat 74.2'yr of the rerouted line as a cost of Unit 2 with the balance being

considered as a routine increase in transmission system investment and not as a plant cost

under the Base Load Review Act. SCE&G has asked to be allowed to adjust this

percentage if such an adjustment is required due to an expansion in the scope of the line

construction project in the future. (Tr. XII, p. 2723, I. 3 —5.) The Commission finds that

this request is reasonable and appropriate and grants it on the term set forth in Mr.

Young's testimony.
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4. The Construction Cost Contingency Pool

The Base Load Review Act requires that the Commission establish contingencies

to apply to the estimate of plant capital costs approved under its terms, S.C. Code Ann. 8

58-33-270(b)(2). As set forth in the testimony of Company witnesses Byrne and Best, in

preparing Exhibit F, the company established a cost contingency percentage for each

pricing category under the EPC Contract, as well as for owner's costs and transmission

costs. These contingency percentages were determined as a matter of sound engineering

)udgment based on SCE&G's assessment of the potential for actual costs to be greater

than the forecasted costs based on such things as the anticipated need for change orders,

the potential for work delays due to weather or unanticipated conditions, the potential for

delays in receiving hcenses and permits, the possibility that actual inflation would exceed

applicable estimates or indices, and the possibility that the estimates of the units of time

and matenals used to price the project might understate actual requirements. (Tr. III, p.

620, l. 13 —p. 621, I. 11;Tr. Vll, p. 1634, I. 17 —p. 1635, l. 8; Exhibit 16, EEB-2, p. 4)

The Commission has reviewed these contingencies and finds that they represent a

reasonable set of contingencies for use in forecasting the cost of this project under S.C.

Code Ann. tj 58-33-270(B)(2). The contingency percentage applied to each cost category

bears a reasonable relationship to the risk of additional costs being incurred in that

category. In total, the contingency pool included on Exhibit F represents a significant but

not excessive percentage of the total project budget. The Commission finds that it is

reasonable and prudent to include the contingencies proposed by the Company in the cost

estimates for Units 2 and 3 as approved in this order.
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In reaching this decision, the Commission has considered two arguments made by

the South Carolina Energy Users. The first is the argument that S,C. Code Ann. tj 58-33-

270(B)(2) does not allow the Commission to establish a construction cost contingency

pool. The statutory provision in question requires that the Commission establish "the

anticipated components of capital costs and the anticipated schedule for incurring them,

includmg contingencies. " (Id ) The Commission finds that the plain meaning and

grammatical structure of this statutory provision intends that contingencies be provided

both for capital costs and for the schedule for incurring capital costs. In addition, cost

contmgencies are a standard and recognized feature of construction budgets. If such

contingencies were not allowed under the Act, the Company would be required to seek an

amendment to the base load review order for every change order, scope or design change,

or mis-forecast of owner's cost or transmission cost during the life of the project. This is

not a reasonable reading of the statute. Instead, the Commission reads the statute as

authorizing the Company to include a reasonable capital cost contingency in its fihngs,

for evaluation and approval by this Commission. There is no logical or policy reason to

read the statute otherwise.

The second argument made by the Energy Users is that the Company double-

counted inflation in calculating the amount of the contingency presented in Exhibit R

The Energy Users did not present any testimony concerning this point from its witness

Mr. O'Donnell, but instead attempted to develop this point on cross examination of Ms.

Best and Mr. Addison. (See generally, Tr. VII, p. 1738, I. 13 —p. 1741, I. 2; Tr. VI, p.

1204, I. 23 —p. 1207, I. 5.) Both denied any such double counting. (Tr. VII, p. 1740, 1. 4
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—p. 1741, I. 2; Tr. Vll, p. 1741, l. 23, Tr. VI, p. 1206, l. 10 —p. 1207, l. 5.) Moreover, a

review of Exhibit F establishes that the Company in fact allocated contingency amounts

by year in 2007 dollars, and then escalated them to current year dollars only once. The

Commission finds that the Company did not double escalate any contingency amounts.

5. Administration of the Construction Cost Contingency Pool

As Company witness Byrne points out, the timing of the use of contingencies is

by definition unpredictable and may occur in one part of the project and not in others.

(Tr. III, p. 622, I. 20 —p. 623, I. 4.) For that reason, the Company asked for the right to

treat the total amount of contingency for the project as a single pool of funds such that it

can allocate contingencies among categories and years as circumstances dictate. (Tr. III,

p. 622, I 8 —11.) According to the Company, doing so would not change the overall cost

of the project in 2007 dollars, but would allow for greater flexibility in administenng the

cumulative cash flow as issues arise in the construction process As contingency amounts

are moved from year to year, they would be adjusted to properly account for any

applicable inflation related to them. (Tr. Ill, p. 622, I. 18 —p. 623, I. 4.)

We reject this proposal. We beheve that the Company's proposal allows too

much flexibility in the use of the funds. A better plan is to allow these amounts to be

pooled on a prospective basis. In other words, the Company should be allowed to carry

any unspent balance of its allocated yearly contingencies in Exhibit F from a current

project year into the following years with appropriate inflation adjustments. Further, the

Company is allowed to spend contingency amounts from future years sooner than

anticipated on the schedule in Exhibit F, Chart A, provided that those contingencies are



DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E —ORDER NO. 2009-104(A)
MARCH 2, 2009
PAGE 99

associated with capital costs which are being accelerated up to 24 months ahead of

schedule, as also allowed under this Order. We hold that these conditions balance the

Company's need for flexibility with the accountabihty advocated by the intervenors.

6. Schedule Contingencies

The Base Load Review Act requires that the Commission establish contingencies

to apply to the plant construction schedule approved under its terms. S.C. Code Ann. tj

58-33-270(B)(l). In its application and testimony, the Company asked for a construction

schedule contingency of 30 months that would apply to the substantial completion dates

of each unit and to each of the milestones set forth on Exhibit E. These schedule

contingencies reflect the fact that there are inevitable risks and uncertainties surrounding

a construction project as complex as that envisioned here. As Company witness Byrne

testified, SCE&G's most significant schedule risks concern the issuance of a COL which

is a prerequisite to Westinghouse/Stone &. Webster being able to proceed with nuclear

safety-related construction. Other schedule concerns would mvolve major components

being damaged in transit or their manufacturing being delayed for any number of reasons.

Mr. Byrne testified that a delay of up to 30 months, while unlikely, is not inconceivable,

and would not be likely to change SCE&G's commitment to complete the plant. (Tr. III,

p. 623, I 20 —p. 624, I. 3; Tr. III, p. 629, l. 7 —13; Tr. Ill, p. 709 l. I —9 ) Given the full

scope of the project, 30 months reflects a schedule contingency of approximately 20'vw

As both Mr. Addison and Mr. Byrne testified, a reasonable schedule contingency

allows SCE&G to assure the financial community that even a significant delay would not

take away the assurances provided by the Base Load Review Act. Such assurances are a
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valuable means of increasing investor confidence in the prolect, whether or not the

schedule contingency is ever used. Funhermore, a longer schedule contmgency does not

undercut the Company's commitment regarding price. Regardless of how the schedule

contmgency may be used, the Company must still meet the financial target of completing

the plant for $4,534,747,000 in 2007 dollars (net of AFUDC) to remain eligible to benefit

from the Base Load Review Act's provisions.

ORS Witness Crisp stated that the schedule contingency should be limited to 15

months, and that SCE&G be required to receive ORS approval to extend it to 30 months

if cost projections are not being met. However, Crisp also cited a number of possible

reasonable scheduling contingency periods, includmg an 18 month alternative. Tr. IX, p

2281, 1. 13.

We hold that, for a project of this magnitude, a possible delay of 30 months is

simply too long a period in the absence of Commission review of the circumstances

surrounding the delay. The Company will have to seek approval of this Commission if it

desires to delay its anticipated milestone schedule, or a component of its milestone

schedule, by more than 18 months.

7. Capital Cost Rescheduling

The Base Load Review Act provides for the Commission to establish

contingencies to apply to the schedule on which capital costs are incurred. In the

Combined Application, the Company has requested that the order in this proceeding

allow it to shift cosm within Exhibit F to the Combined Application, by accelerating

amounts listed there by up to 24 months, or by delaying amounts listed there by up to 30
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months. As the Company's Witness Byrne testified, it may be possible to accelerate 

some or all aspects of construction of the Units if NRC licensing takes Jess time than 

expected, if weather and site conditions are more favorable than expected, or if other 

circumstances permit. It is in the interest of the Company and its customers to complete 

the Units as early as possible, and advancing elements of the schedule may allow this. 

However, without a schedule contingency allowing the amounts reflected in Exhibit F to 

be advanced, SCE&G could be in a position of exceeding the Cumulative Project Cash 

Flow because the project was ahead of schedule. (Tr. III, p. 624, I. 6 - 22.) For the 

reasons stated in the Combined Application and the testimony of Mr. Byrne, the 

Commission finds that the requested 24-month cost acceleration contingency is 

reasonable and should be granted. 

The other aspect of the Company's request is that, consistent with the 

construction schedule contingency of 30 months, it be allowed a 30-month contingency 

to move portions of forecasted plant costs into the future where circumstances require. 

This delay contingency will allow the forecasted plant cost category expenditures as 

listed on Exhibit F to remain in step with the construction schedule as it evolves and will 

otherwise provide the Company with a means to insure investors that the protections of 

the Base Load Review Act will not be lost if delays push capital cost payments into the 

future. As mentioned above, such assurances are a valuable means of increasing investor 

confidence in the project whether or not they are ever used. Furthermore, the Company 

must still complete the plant for $4,534,747,000 in 2007 dollars (net of AFUDC) to 

remain eligible for revised rates under the Base Load Review Act. This Commission 
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finds, however, that in the absence of Commission review of the circumstances

surrounding the delay, a 30-month capital cost rescheduling contingency is unreasonable

and should be denied. For a project of this magnitude, the 30-month period is simply too

long a period without Commission review.

We hold that an 18-month capital cost rescheduling contingency period, which is

consistent with the construction schedule contingency period granted above, should be

approved. The Company may therefore shift into the future any part of the funds

contained withm any of Plant Cost Categories or the Transmission Project cost categones

listed on Exhibit F by up to 18 months, as circumstances indicate, consistent with the

provisions of this Order. A shifting into the future of any part of the funds any further

than 18 months will require the approval of this Commission.

C. Inflation Indices

The Base Load Review Act requires the Commission to establish inflation indices

covering major cost components or groups of related cost components of the plants. The

inflation indices used by the Company in preparing Exhibit F, and proposed for adjusting

those capital costs during plant construction are set forth in Exhibit 1. (Hearing Exhibit

16, EEB-Z-p.) As set forth in Exhibit I, the project costs have been allocated into nine

cost categories that are defined by risk proflles for each category. (Tr. Vll, p. 1634, 1. 17

—19; Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-2-P.) Three of these cost categories involve costs that are

fixed or firm with contractually fixed rates of escalation. (Tr. Vll, p 1634, I. 19 —21 )

As to these items, there is no need for the Commission to specify a different inflation
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index, since escalation is already included in the price, or will be included when the cost

is billed using the contractually established escalation rate.

Company witness Best has testified concerning the inflation indices that the

Company proposes to use in adjusting the other cost categories. In Exhibit I, Ms. Best

has submitted the specific year-by-year values for each index as well as three, five and

ten-year averages. Ms. Best testified that each of the indices is widely-accepted in the

industry and is appropriate for use in escalating the particular category of cost to which it

intended to apply. (Tr. IV, p 923, I. 22 —p 924, I. 3.) These indices are discussed

separately below.

E Handy-Whitman Indices

Five of the above-enumerated cost categories provide for the fixed or actual costs

to be adjusted through application of various Handy-Whitman indices. (Exhibit I, pp. 2—

3.) As testified to by Company witness Best, the Handy-Whitman indices are well-

recognized and commonly used in the utility industry to estimate the cost of constructing

facilities. (Tr. VII, p. 1639, l. 9 —11.) According to Ms. Best, SCE&G has used these

indices for decades and has determined that they are reliable and useful for esrimatmg the

cost of construction of utility facilities. (Tr. VII, p. 1639, I. 11 —13.) Depending upon

the category of costs, SCE&G has proposed the use of the Handy-Whitman All Steam

Generation Plant Index, the All Steam & Nuclear Generation Plant Index, and the All

Transmission Plant Index to determine the escalation amount relative to specified cost

categories. (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-2, p. 2 —3.) The Handy-Whitman indices also are

broken down by region, and SCE&G is using the South Atlantic Region indices for
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purposes of calculating the escalation adjustment in this proceeding. ((d.) ORS witness

Crisp testified that Handy-Whitman is an industry standard for escalating construction

costs and using the South Atlantic Region package assures that costs are reflective of

regional economic considerations. (Tr. Vill, p. 1912, l. I —4.)

The Handy-Whitman indices set forth in Exhibit I are mdices that are targeted to

the specific types of utihty construction involved in this project as well as the region in

which that construction will take place. For these reasons, the Commission finds the use

of the Handy-Whitman inflation indices to be appropriate for use as proposed by the

Company in Exhibit L

2. Chained GDP Index

The Company has, for planning purposes, utilized the Gross Domestic Product

Chamed Price Index (GDP-CPI) to escalate owner's costs. This cost category includes

SCE&G's internal labor cost associated with overseeing and managing the prolect as well

as materials, insurance, overheads, and similar costs incurred directly by SCE&G. (Tr.

Vll, p. 1642, l. 7 —11.)

The GDP-CPI is a commonly-used index of general escalation published by the

U S. government. (Tr. VII, p. 1642, I. 10 —11.) The Commission finds the use of the

GDP-CPI inflation index to be appropriate for use in escalating owner's costs in this

project as proposed by the Company in Exhibit I.

3. EPC Fixed Adjustments

Within the EPC Contract, the Firm with Fixed Adjustment A and Firm with Fixed

Adjustment B cost categones, are subject to escalation based upon fixed escalation
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percentages. Firm with Fixed Adjustment A represents certain plant components

specified in the EPC Contract. Firm with Fixed Adjustment B represents specific

Westinghouse charges. (Tr. VII, p 1637, l. 19 —22.) These costs are escalated based on

the escalation percentage specified in the EPC Contract. According to Company witness

Best, the difference between these two categories regarding an inflation adjustment is that

Firm with Fixed Adjustment B requires, in addition to the escalation percentage

contained in Firm with Fixed Adjustment A, a modest additional amount mtended to

compensate Westinghouse for the additional anticipated cost of attracting and retaining

qualified nuclear engineers and other nuclear specialists and for assuming the cost risks

involved in the specifically nuclear aspects of this project. (Tr. VII, p. 1637, I. 22 —p.

1638, I. 6.) The Actual escalation percentages assigned to each of these risk categories

are set forth in confidential version of Exhibit I. (Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-2)

The Commission finds that these contractual fixed escalators reflect reasonable

escalation percentages that are the result of extended negotiations between

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster and SCE&G. These percentages will in fact be used to

determine the charges that SCE&G will pay for costs incurred under the EPC Contract.

As such, it is appropriate that the Commission allow them to be used in escalating the

cost categories to which they pertain, as set forth in Exhibit F.

4. Administration of the Inflation Indices

In ihe Combined Apphcation, and in the testimony of Company witness Best, the

Company specified how it proposed to update the schedule of capital costs approved in
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this order for changes in the inflation indices. Specifically, in the Combined Application

the Company requested:

For past periods for which actual index information is available at the time

SCE&G files its report, SCE&G proposes to use that actual index information in

recalculating its capital cost projections;

For past periods for which actual index data is not yet available at the time

SCE&G files its report, SCE&G proposes to use the average for the most recent 12-

month period for which actual data is then available (the "Current 12-Month Data" ). If

Current 12 Month Data is used for any past period, that data will be updated in future

reports when actual index mformation becomes available.

SCE&G also proposes to use Current 12-Month Data to update forecasts for the

12-month period that follows the close of each current reporting period.

For periods more than 12 months beyond the close of the current reporting period,

SCE&G proposes to use the most current five-year average for the applicable inflation

index.

In cases where out-of-period adjustments are made in index information, those

adjustments will be reflected in the next report filed.

Dunng construction of the Units, the Company will be required to calculate the

escalation associated with actual payments made or cost incurred. The Company

proposes to do this by converting the actual cost incurred to 2007 dollars using the

appropriate escalation adlustment. It would then account for the base cost of the item and

the associated escalation using the resulting figures. Such an adjustment will be required
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for all costs except for Fixed with No Adjustment items where no escalation adjustment

is required.

This approach to updating cost data is consistent with the approach used m

forecasting the cost of the Units, as set forth in Exhibit F to the Combined Application.

The Commission finds that this approach to updating the schedules of capital costs is

reasonable and approves its use.

5. Conclusion as to Escalators

Based upon the foregoing, the Commission hereby establishes the cost escalators

as specified in Exhibit I to be the escalators to be used by the Company for updating the

forecasts of plant and transmission construction costs approved in this order. The

Commission directs the Company to use those indices to update the forecasted costs in its

quarterly reports to the ORS and the Commission using the protocols set forth above.

D. Return on Equity

Pursuant to the Base Load Review Act, the Commission is required to establish

the return on equity related to the base load plant construction. For the purposes of the

Combined Application, SCEdcG is requesting that the 11.0'lo return on equity established

in Order 2007-855-E apply to revised rates fihngs related to Units 2 and 3 (Tr. IV, p.

924, l. 12 —15.) The Company has testified that it believes that, currently, a return on

equity set at that 11.0ss level will provide sufficient cash flow to support financing of the

Units, and will meet investors' reasonable expectations of a return given the risks

involved in base load construction. (Tr. IV, p. 924, l. 17 —20.) The Commission finds
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that the Company's request regarding return on equity is authonzed under the Base Load

Review Act, S.C. Code Ann. 6tj 58-33-250, and 58-33-220(16), and is approved.

E. Rate Design/Class Allocation Factors

Pursuant to the Base Load Review Act, the Commission, in a base load review

order, shall establish the rate design and class allocation factors to be used in calculating

revised rates related to a base load plant. In establishing revised rates, all factors,

allocations, and rate designs shall be as determined in the utility's last rate order or as

otherwise previously established by the Commission, except that the additional revenue

requirement to be collected through revised rates shall be allocated among customer

classes based on the utility's South Carolina firm peak demand data from the prior year.

S.C. Code Ann. st 58-33-270(D).

The Company's electric rates were last approved by the Commission in Order No.

2007-855. As required by the Base Load Review Act, in establishing the proposed

revised rates, SCE/kG has utilized the factors, allocations, and rate design used to

establish revised rates approved by the Commission in the prior rate order. (Tr. XII, p.

2836, 1. I —3.)

In the Combined Application, the Company indicated a target revenue increase of

$8,986,000. The ORS audit of the Company's application revealed that the Company

had not allocated any of the proposed revenue requirements to its wholesale service. (Tr.

IX, p. 2355, l. 5 —8.) As indicated above, SCErtZG's major wholesale customers are

anticipated to leave the system in the near future, but those departures have not taken

place yet. Taking the Company's wholesale jurisdiction into account, and based on the
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Company's summer 2007 coincident peak, ORS proposed an allocation of the target

revenue increase to retail and wholesale of 94.33 r'e and 5.67'ya, respectively. (Tr. IX, p.

2355, I. 8 —9.) ORS witness Mrs. Malini Gandhi testified that based on ORS's

examination of the books and records of the Company, the total additional revenue

requirement is $8,271,484, with a resulting retail service class revenue increase of

$7,802,491. (Tr. IX, p. 2335, I. 19-22.) These amounts were calculated using total

Company CWIP of $65,960,797, as reviewed and examined by ORS audit staff, through

June 30, 2008. (Tr IX, p. 2335, l. 7-8) Applying the updated tax grossed up cost of

capital of 12.54ara supplied by Dr. Carlisle in Hearing Exhibit 26, Mrs. Gandhi

determined the additional revenue requirement is $8,271,484. The application of the

retail jurisdictional factor of 94.33er'c to the total Company revenue requirement of

$8,271,484 results in an additional retail revenue requirement of $7,802,491. (Tr. IX, p.

2356, I. I —3.) The Company reviewed the ORS recommendation and agreed that the

allocation factors in its proposed rate increases should be adjusted to reflect an allocation

of a part of the total revenue requirement to wholesale customers accordingly. (Tr. XII,

p. 2844, I. 8 —p. 2845, I. 18.)' Based upon the ORS testimony, the Company modilied

Exhibit K to the Application (Hearing Exhibit 36) to retlect a recalculated retail revenue

requirement of $7,800,664. (Tr. XII, p. 2846, I. 15 —19.) The Commission notes that

these allocations may need to be reviewed and readjusted in future revised rates filings if

wholesale customers depart the system as anticipated.

A typographical error in the Court Reporter's transcript identifies these pages as pp. 2744 and 2745.
' A typugraphicai error in the Court Reporter's transcript identifies this page as p 2746.
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As further required by the Base Load Review Act, the additional revenue

requirement to be collected through revised rates has been allocated among customer

classes based on the Company's South Carolina firm peak demand data from the prior

year. For the purposes of allocating the proposed revised rates in this case, SCE&G

utihzed data from the summer peak for 2007. (Tr. IX, p. 2836, I 3 —7.) According to

Company witness Jackson, the Summer 2007 peak demand occurred on August 10, 2007.

(Tr. IX, p. 2836, I. 16.) Using this peak demand data, the relative percentages of retail

demand allocation for the various classes, as reflected in Hearing Exhibit 35, KRJ-I, p. I,

are as follows: Residential Service is 48.10%; Small General Service is 17.98%; Medium

General Service is 11.27%, and; Large General Service is 22.65%. (Tr. IX, p. 2836, l. 16

—20.) The summer peak demand allocation methodology used by SCE&G to determine

these percentages is the peak demand methodology historically used by the Commission

in setting SCE&G's rates. (Tr. XII, p. 2836, I 20 —2837, I. 1.)

In reviewing the proposed rate design and class allocation factors, the

Commission notes that the Company is not requesting to make any adjustment to the

basic facilities or demand charges in the revised rates associated with this proceeding.

(Tr. XII, p 2839, l. 2 —8.) The Company testified that it has been its practice over the

last twenty years to adlust basic facilities charges for retail electric service in even

increments, typically of $0.50 or more, and no such change is being requested in this

proceeding. The Company reserved its right to adjust these charges in future proceedings

if the indicated increase to any of these charges is $0.50 or more after rounding in $0.50

increments. (Tr. XII, p. 2839, I. 2 —8.) The Company also seeks authorization to
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increase demand charges in future revised rates fihngs when the size of the indicated

increase in demand charges makes it reasonable to do so.

Based upon the evidence and testimony, the Commission adopts as just and

reasonable and in the public interest, the rate design and class allocation factors proposed

by the Company in this proceeding.

F. Revised Rates: Current Investment

Pursuant to the Base Load Review Act, the Commission shall specify in a Base

Load Review Order, the initial revised rates, reflecting the utility's current investment in

the plant. The proposed revised rates for each customer class were submitted in this

proceeding in Heanng Exhibit 36. Under the proposed revised rates, the Residential class

will have an average increase in rates of 043a 6 the Small General Service class will have

an average increase in rates of 0.39'/w the Medium General Service class will have an

average increase in rates of 0.41'/w and the Large General Service class will have an

average increase in rates of 0.34aw (Hearing Exhibit 36).

The Commission adopts as just and reasonable and in the public interest, the

proposed rates as submitted by the Company in Hearing Exhibit 36 in this proceeding and

authorizes the use of these rates for bills rendered for retail electric service thirty (30)

days following the issuance of this Order.

V. PROCEDURAL AND EVIDENTIARY MATTERS

During the course of the hearing several objections and motions were raised by

various parties that were taken under advisement by this Commission. The

Commission's rulings on those objections and motions are as follows:
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First, dunng the public comment portion of this proceeding, the Company asked

for a standing objection to the introduction of and reliance upon opinion testimony by lay

witnesses regarding subject matters at issue in this proceeding that require special skill,

knowledge, experience, and training. See South Carolina Rules of Evidence, Rule 702

(regarding expert testimony on issues of scientific, technical, or other specialized

knowledge). The Company specifically raised concerns that lay witnesses would offer

unqualified opinions regarding SCE&G's financial health and well-being, entitlement to

rate recovery under the Base Load Review Act, the terms and provisions of the Base

Load Review Act itself, the API000 units themselves, SCE&G's need for power,

demand-side management programs, including energy efficiency and conservation, as

well as rate recovery (Tr. 1, p. 13, I. 13 —p. 14, I. 14.) The Commission holds that this

rule is permissive, in that it states that if expert testimony would be helpful in

understanding a case, expert testimony may be offered. ln our view, this rule does not

bar opinion testimony by lay witnesses. Although expert testimony in the present case

was clearly warranted, we believe that it was reasonable and prudent to hear the views of

the public on topics related to the proposed construction of the new nuclear units. This

Commission sits as a trier of fact, akin to a jury of experts. Hamm v. SCE&G 309 S.C.

282, 422 S.E. 2d 110 (1992). The role of a jury is to weigh the evidence. South Carolina

State Hi hwa De artment v Townsend 265 S.C. 253, 217 S E. 2d 778 (1975).

Accordingly, this Commission is entitled to hear testimony and give that testimony

whatever weight it deems appropriate during the course of the hearing. We would note

that some of the testimony objected to by the Company was actually favorable to the
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Company's position. In any event, the Company's objection must be overruled.

Second, The Company objected to portions of the prefiled testimony of FOE

Witness Brockway on the grounds that they contained recommendations that are contrary

to the express language of the Base Load Review Act. (Tr. Hl, pg. 349, I. 18 —21.)

Specifically, the Company objected to recommendations found on page 9 at line 13 to

page 10 at line 11, and page 48 at line 3 to page 49 at line 13. (Tr. Hl, pg. 353, l. 11—

15.)

Ms. Brockway's testimony, in relevant part, contained two recommendations. In

the first, Ms. Brockway recommended that the Commission rule that the Company

assumes the risks that pertain to its choice of two nuclear generation facilities by ordering

that no further adjustment to the approved schedule or budget for completion of the plant

may be made on account of the risks determined by the Commission to have been

inadequately considered by the Company. To the extent the Company makes changes to

the schedule or the budget as the result of the occurrence of the factor found to pose such

a risk, the Company may not seek an increase in rates or extension of depreciation or

amortization to recovery any costs above those approved in this docket. (Tr. III, p. 366, l.

13 —p. 367, l. 3.) in the second, Ms, Brockway recommended that the Commission, if it

were not inclined to deny the application outright, defer the consideration of any Base

Load Review Act application pending (a) a return of the financial markets to solvency

and stability, (b) a reassessment of the load forecast and financial analysis underlying the

proposal in light of recent economic events, (c) an adequate assessment of the risks of the

present proposal, (d) an adequate assessment of the opportunities for other means to meet
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forecast proposal needs, and (e) a full opportunity for stakeholder involvement in the

Commission's determination regarding any new proposal the Company may make to

construct one or more large central-station nuclear generation plants and obtain pre-

approval of any associated costs. (Tr. IH, p. 405, 1. 3 —14.)

As to the first recommendation, counsel for the Company points out that the

recommendation is contrary to Section 270(E) of the Base Load Review Act that

provides: "As circumstances warrant, the utility may petition the Commission, with

notice to the Office of Regulatory Staff, for an order modifying any of the schedules,

estimates, findings, class allocation factors, rate designs, or conditions that form a part of

any Base Load Review order issued under this section. ' S.C. Code Ann. tj 58-33-270(E).

In addition, Company counsel also cites Section 58-33-270(B) that provides that a Base

Load Review order shall establish the anticipated construction schedule for the plant,

including contingencies, the capital costs and anticipated schedule for mcurring them,

including contingencies and inflation indices used for the utility for cost in plant

construction. (/d. at 58-33-270(B).) The Base Load Review Act clearly contemplates a

utility's ability to include contingencies in its schedule, recover capital costs related to the

project, and seek modification of a Base Load Review Order, subject to approval by the

Commission.

We do find that Ms. Brockway is entitled to make whatever recommendations

that she sees fit, and this Commission will be the ultimate arbiter of whether the

recommendations are contrary to the Act. In this case, the Commission does find that the

recommendations are contrary to the Act and are noi justified. However, the
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Commission also finds, on factual and regulatory policy grounds, that Ms. Brockway's 

suggestions should remain in the record, as their inclusion in the record is not prejudicial 

to any party. 

As to the second recommendation, the Company properly points out that the Base 

Load Review Act mandates a final determination and order on the part of the 

Commission within nine months of the filing of the application and that the Act does not 

provide a means whereby the Commission can defer judgment on an application. (Tr. III, 

p. 349, I. 22 - p. 350, I. 7.) Counsel for FOE argues that the Commission is authorized to 

reject an application as inadequate in certain respects and to send it back to the utility 

with a statement of its inadequacies. (Tr. III. p. 355, I. I - 13.) However, the 

Commission finds that the Act does not allow this Commission to defer judgment on an 

application as Ms. Brockway suggests. 

Third, the Company has also objected to certain testimony offered on cross 

examination by Ms. Greenlaw's witness Dr. Wilder. At the hearing, Ms. Greenlaw 

sought to substitute an expanded version of Dr. Wilder's testimony for the direct 

testimony Dr. Wilder had prefiled in this docket. The Company objected to the 

admission of this expanded testimony on the grounds that it was not timely prefiled as 

required by the rules governing this proceeding. 7 The Company's objection was 

sustained. In response, counsel for FOE cross examined Dr. Wilder concerning the 

matters contained in the expanded testimony that was excluded, specifically matters 

related to the subject of demand-side management (DSM). The Company objected on the 

7 See S.c. Reg. 103-869. Dr. Wilder's additional testimony was marked for identification purposes only as 
Hearing Exhibit No. 10. 
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grounds that the subject matter was outside the admitted portions of Dr. Wilder's

testimony and that, given the ahgnment of interest between Ms. Greenlaw and FOE,

allowing FOE to elicit the excluded testimony through cross examination constituted an

evasion of the prefiling requirements (Tr. VI, p. 1292, I. 19 —p. 1293, l. 4.) FOE

responded that the Commission*s rules permit open cross examination of witnesses

regarding matters that are otherwise relevant. (Tr. Vl, p. 1295, I. 24 —p. 1296, I. 4.)

The Commission overrules the Company's oblection. In general, the Commission

allows broad cross examination. Although, it is clear from the record that FOE and Ms.

Greenlaw agreed in many areas of this case, there is no showing of a true alignment of

interests between the two parties. In addition, the Commission notes that this testimony

was somewhat cumulative to testimony of other witnesses and in no way would its

admission change the outcome of this proceeding. Therefore, it was not prejudicial to

any party. We will still not admit the expanded written testimony, but the cross-

exammation shall remain in the record.

Fourth, the Company sought to include in the record of this preceding the

affidavit of Mr. Fredrick P. I-lughes, Consortium Project Director, Westinghouse Electnc

Company, LLC. The affidavit was offered by the Company in support of its position

regarding the confidential treatment of Hearing Exhibit ¹5. The Affidavit was submitted

and marked for identification purposes as Hearing Exhibit ¹ 15. Counsel for FOE

oblected to the admissibility of this affidavit on the grounds that it constituted

inadmissible hearsay, that Mr. Hughes was not available for cross examination, and that it

would be erroneous to accept any of the unchallenged, un-cross-examined assertions of
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fact or opinion in support of any finding in the record. (Tr Vill, pg 1870, 1 8 —15.) The

Company responded that the aftidavit was essentially duplicative of content already in

the record in the form of a letter to the Commission in support of a motion for protective

order, and was proffered in support of a procedural issue. (Tr. VIII, pg. 1870, 1. 18 —20.)

The Company further responded that it was the Commission*s practice to allow aAidavits

in support of motions of this nature. (Tr VIII, pg. 1870, l. 20 —22 ) For the reasons cited

by FOE, the objection is sustained The affidavit will not be admitted.

Fifth, counsel for FOE also placed a continuing objection in the record regarding

the ORS' refusal to make ORS Director Dukes Scott testify regarding the conduct of the

ORS and its process for reaching its position in this docket. During the course of this

proceeding, Ms. Greenlaw had attempted to compel the testimony of Mr. Scott through

the issuance of a subpoena. ORS moved to quash the subpoena and the Commission,

afier much discussion and careful consideration, granted the motion to quash. (Tr. VIII,

p. 1794, I. I —p. 1795, I 3 ) Counsel for FOE was heard at length in regard to the motion

to quash, and FOE's later continuing objection failed to raise any new issues which

would alter the Commission's earlier ruling. For this reason, FOE's oh)ection to the ORS

testimony is overruled.

Sixth, SCEJEG objects to the admissibility of composite Exhibit 8 as being

hearsay. The Exhibit was presented by Mr. John Hartz, Chair of the John Bachman

Group of the Sierra Club, during his public testimony. (Tr. V, p. 1057-1059.) The

Exhibit consists of three documents: I) a press release describing the activities of the

John Bachman Group of the Sierra Club; 2) a resolution by that same group opposing the
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construction of new nuclear plants; and 3) a document entitled "The Basics of Nuclear

Power. " We admit items 1 and 2 mto the evidence of the case, since Mr. Hartz said

dunng the hearing that he prepared these documents. (Tr. V, p. 1059, !. 4-7.)

Accordingly, these were his statements made available by him in the Commission room

at the time of the hearing, and are not therefore hearsay, which requires "out-of-court"

statements. This portion of the Company's objection is overruled. However, Document

¹3 is clearly hearsay, since Mr. Hartz stated that it was a document prepared by the

national Sierra Club. Id. This portion of the Company's objection is sustained. FOE*a

blanket objection to the admission of all Company documents is overruled as lacking

specificity, since we examine the admissibility of documents on a case-by-case basis.

FOE was free to oblect to the admissibility of individual documents, which it did as

shown with the following objection.

Seventh, FOE moved to strike on hearsay grounds Company witness Connor's

Exhibits SJC-4 and SJC-5 after the exhibits had already been admitted into the evidence.

(Tr. X at p. 2463, I 7 - Tr. X at 2454, I. 3.) Significantly, the exhibits were admitted into

evidence and the witness was well into a summary of his testimony before counsel for

FOE rose and moved to strike the exhibits on hearsay grounds. Counsel for the Company

noted for the record that the subject exhibits were already in evidence. Clearly,

objections to the admission of evidence must be made when the evidence is presented to

preserve error for appeal. Parr v. Gaines 309 S.C. 477, 424 S.E. 2d 515 (1992).

However, even if counsel for FOE had objected contemporaneously at the time the

evidence was offered, the oh)ection would have been overruled Counsel for the
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Company correctly noted that the exhibits were merely demonstrative of opinions that the

witness held, and were therefore admissible. (Tr. X, p. 2467, l. 16-20.) This proved to be

the case, as the witness proceeded to use the materials to demonstrate his opinions as he

continued to testify in the case. (Tr. X, p. 2468, l. 1-14.) Such demonstrative materials

adopted by a witness during a proceeding would not constitute hearsay. This scenario

differs from the one presented by Mr. Hartz above, who merely offered the national

Sierra Club document. (Tr. V, p. 1059, I. 11-15.) The FOE motion to strike is denied.

Any other outstanding objections not addressed herein are overruled, and any

outstanding motions which are inconsistent with the rulmgs contained m this Order are

denied.

VI. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based upon the Combined Application, the testimony, and exhibits received into

evidence at the hearing and the entire record of these proceedings, the Commission

makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. The Combined Application of SC&G to construct, operate, and own 55aro

of the plant and output of the two AP1000 nuclear units with a total expected capacity of

2,234 MW to be located at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station site near Jenkinsville, South

Carolina, is hereby approved. SCE&G's approved ownership is 55'A of the plant and

output which is 1,228 MW, and Santee Cooper's ownership is 45ae of the plant and

output which 1,006 MW Any change in ownership interest, output allocation, sharing of

costs, or control, as set forth herein is subject to the approval of this Commission.
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2. A Cetsiftcate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and

Necessity is granted for construction of the two Units.

3. The Units are needed to meet the growing needs of the Company's

customers for electric power, to support the continued economic development and

prosperity of the State of South Carolina, and to maintain the efficiency and reliability of

the Company's electrical system. 4. The Units will serve the interests of system

economy and reliability as the most efficient, cost effective, practicable, and reliable

means of meetmg the demonstrated needs of the Company for the generation of electric

power. 5. The nature of the probable environmental impact, as discussed herein, is

small and has been adequately considered and addressed to the extent possible by the

Company.

6 The impact of the Units upon the environment is justified given the

demonstrated need for additional base load capacity, the alternative sources of energy

available to meet that need, and the greater environmental impacts such alternative

sources of energy would create.

7. The Company has provided reasonable assurance thai the Units will

conform to applicable state and local laws and regulations issued thereunder through the

rigorous application for and adherence to the numerous major permits that are required

and the Company has sought in connection with this proposed construction.

8. Based upon the record and the factors considered herein, public

convenience and necessity require the construction of the Units.
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9. The selection of the Jenkinsvitte site is reasonable and prudent and it is

appropriate for the construction of the Units.

10. The selection of the AP1000 technology for use at this site is reasonable

and prudent.

11. The Company's overall decision to proceed with construction of the Units

is reasonable and prudent.

12. The anticipated construction schedule, including coniingencies, presented

by SCE&G is reasonable and prudent as granted above.

13. The anticipated components of capital costs and the anticipated schedule

for incurring them, including specified contingencies, are reasonable and prudent as

granted above

14. The pnncipal contractors and suppliers for construction of the Units are

sufficiently qualified and their selection was reasonable and prudent.

15. The EPC Contract which governs the relationship between SCE&G and

Westinghouse/Stone & Webster is reasonable and prudent as set forth above.

16. The Company's plans for financing the construction of the Units are

reasonable and prudent.

17. The Company has adequately demonstrated its ability to manage and

oversee the construction of the Units through its internal oversight and management

programs and through the oversight of third parties, including the NRC and ORS.

SCE&G has the ultimate responsibiliiy for the proper execution of the EPC contract and

the construction of the units, including appropriate quality control and quality assurance.
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18. The inflation indices used by the utility for costs of Unit construction, 

covering major cost components or groups of related cost components are reasonable and 

appropriate for use in this project. 

19. The amount of outstanding CWIP in the plant not yet reflected in rates as 

of June 30, 2008 is $65,960,797. 

20. The return on equity of II % as selected by the Company is affirmed. 

21. The Company's weighted average cost of capital as of June 30,2008 for 

purposes of establishing revised rates in this proceeding is 8.77%. 

22. The retail revenue requirement for establishing revised rates In this 

proceeding is $7,802,491. 

23. The rate design and class allocation factors used by the Company In 

calculating the proposed revised rates related to this project are just and reasonable. 

24. The revised rates proposed by the Company in Hearing Exhibit 36 of 

$7,800,664 are just and reasonable and are authorized for use for bills rendered for retail 

electric service thil1y (30) days following the issuance of this Order. This approximates 

the retail revenue requirement of$7,802,491. 

25. The Company shall continue to investigate appropriate additional DSM 

programs as per the testimony of Company witness Pickles, as there IS room for 

improvement in this area, and shall report back to the Commission by June 30, 2009. 

26. In order that the public and the Commission remain informed about the 

project, the Company will provide the Commission with a yearly status report on its 
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progress and other significant developments on a schedule arranged by the Commission's 

staff. 

Now, therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

1.	 The Combined Application of the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, 

filed May 30, 2008, to construct and operate two 1,117 net megawatt nuclear 

power plants to be located at the V.c. Summer Nuclear Station site near 

Jenkinsville, South Carolina is hereby approved as set forth herein. 

2.	 A Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and 

Necessity is hereby granted for construction of the Units as requested in 

SCE&G's Combined Application and approved herein. 

3.	 SCE&G shall complete and file, in a separate docket, the results of the DSM 

assessment currently being conducted as testified to by Company witnesses 

Marsh and Pickles by June 30, 2009. 

4.	 The Approved Construction Schedule, pursuant to S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33­

270(B)( 1), shall be as set forth in Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-5 and attached 

hereto. 

5.	 The schedule contingencies permitted under S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33-270 

(B)( I) shall be eighteen (18) months to delay the substantial completion date of 

each Unit and each milestone date set forth in the Approved Construction 

Schedule as set forth in Hearing Exhibit 2, SAB-5 attached hereto. 

6.	 The Approved Capital Cost, pursuant to S.c. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(B)(2), 

shall be $4,534,747,000 in 2007 dollars, net of AFUDC, as derived from 
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Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-I and Hearing Exhibit 37 and subject to escalation as

provided herein.

7. The Approved Inflation Indices, pursuant to S C. Code Ann. 6 58-33-

270(B)(6), applicable to the Approved Capital Costs of construction shall be as

set forth in Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-2, the public version of which is attached

hereto.

8 The Approved Schedule for Incurring Capital Costs for the Units shall be the

Annual Cumulative project Cash Flow as set forth in Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-

1, the public version of which is attached hereto.

9. SCERG is authorized to employ a Cost Rescheduling contingency such that it

may accelerate amounts set forth in Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-I by up to

twenty-four (24) months or delay them by up to eighteen (18) months as it

shall determine to be appropriate, provided that the cost of the project shall not

exceed $4,534,747,000 in 2007 dollars (net of AFUDC) and before escalation.

Any changes in costs shall be adjusted for escalation at the established

escalation rates as set forth herein.

10. A Construction Contingency Pool of $438,293,000 in 2007 dollars shall be

established consisting of the plant Cost Contingency and Transmission projects

Contingency set forth in the confidential version of Hearing Exhibit 16, EEB-I.

This pool shall be tracked as a single item of cost. The Company may move

unused Construction Contingency funds forward year to year as outhned above

with appropriate inflation adjustments.
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11.SCE&G shall compute AFUDC on construction work in progress pursuant to

the terms of the Base Load Review Act.

12. 1n making its quarterly reports pursuant to S.C. Code Ann 6 58-33-277,

SCE&G shall update and amend the schedule of Approved Capital Costs to

show the effect of the use of all contingencies and escalation factors as

approved m this Order and the calculation of AFUDC on construction work in

progress not included in rates. Actual payments (except for Fixed with No

Adjustment items) shall be discounted to 2007 dollars using the appropriate

escalation rates and an escalation shall be separately stated for them

13. The return on equity for revised rates calculations, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann.

tj 58-33-270(B)(3), shall be 11.086 as established in Commission Order 2007-

855-E unless and until the Company files for a different rate.

14. The rate design as set forth by Company witness Jackson in Hearing Exhibit

36, attached hereto, is approved provided that changes to basic facilities

charges shall be made m increments of $0.50 or more and shall be made when

the approved rate design yields a charge that will round up to an adjustment of

$0.50 or more. The Company may increase demand charges in future revised

rates filings when the size of the indicated increase in demand charges makes it

reasonable to do so.

15. The Company shall charge the revised rates contained in Hearing Exhibit 36,

said rates being attached hereto, for bills rendered for retail electric service

thirty (30) days following the date of this Order.
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16. The Company shall continue to investigate additional appropriate DSM

programs as indicated, and shall report back to this Commission accordingly

by June 30, 2009.

17. The Company will provide the Commission with a yearly status report on its

progress and other significant developments on a schedule arranged by the

Commission*s staff.

18. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until further order of the

Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

Elizabeth Fleming, Chairman

ATTEST:

Jo . Howard, Vice Chairman

(SEAL)

ElizabetH . Fleming, Chairman 

ATTEST:
 

(SEAL)
 



HBARING ExHIBIT
(SAB-5)

EXHIBIT E

ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Combined Applicatioa of South Carolina Electric & Gas
Compaay for a Certificate of Knvironraental Corapstibility aad Public Convenience and

Necessity and for a Base Load Review Order
Public Service Commission Docket No 2008-196-E

1. INTRODUCTION
This Exhibit E sets forth the current projected milestones under the EpC Contract that are

proposed for use of the Office of Regulatory Staff in evaluating the progress of construction of
VCSNS Units 2 and L These dates are subject to the schedule contingency requested in the

Application

This schedule is based on the generic schedule for Westinghouse AP1000 reactor
construction which does not include project and site specific requirements. Cenain activities
such as the clearing, grubbing and grading at the site will need to commence earlier than listed
here for reasons related to specific conditions at the VCSNS site (I s., the need to complete the
site rail line relocation in advance of VCSNS Unit l Outage 18).

V. C. SUMMER PROJECT MILESTONES

Year Quarter Milestone
08-2Q-1 Approve Engmeermg, Procurement and Construction Agreemenl

2008

08-2Q-2 Issue Purchase Orders to nuclear component fabricators for Units 2 and 3
Containment vessels, Passive Residual Heal Removal Heat Exchangers,
Accumulator Tanks, Core Makeup Tanks, Squib Valves, Steam Generators, Reactor
Coolant Pumps, Pressurizer Vessels, Reactor Coolant Loop Hot Leg A Piping,
Reactor Vessel Internals, Reactor Vessels Reactor Integrated Head Packages,
Control Rod Dnve Mechamsms and Nuclear Island structural CA20 Modules
08-3Q-I Start site spemfic and balance of plant detailed design.

08-3Q-21ssue PO and submit payment to fabncator via Westinghouse for Units 2 and
3 Simulators.

08-3Q-3 Issue finaf Purchase Orders and submit payments to fabricators via
Westinghouse for Units 2 and 3 Steam Generators, Reactor Vessel internals and
Reactor Vessels.

2008

2008

08-3Q-4 Issue Purchase Order and submit payment via Westinghouse to fabncator
for Units 2 and 3 Transformers.
08-4Q-1 Start cleanng, grubbmg and grading.

08-4Q-2 Issue final Purchase Orders and submit payments to fabricators via
Westinghouse for Units 2 and 3 Core Makeup Tanks, Accumulator Tanks,
Pressunzers, Reactor Coolant Loop Pipmg Integrated Head Packages, Control Rod
Dnve Mechanisms and Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchan ers.
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09-1Q-I Start Parr Road intersection work

09-1Q-2 Issue final Purchase Order and submit payment via Westinghouse to
fabncator for Units 2 and 3 Reactor Coolant Pumps.

09-1Q-3 Issue Purchase Order for Long Lead Matenal and submit payment via
Westinghouse to fabncator for Units 2 and 3 Integrated Head Packages

2009 09-1Q-4 Submit artist ment to Westin house for Desi n Finabzation
09-2Q-1 Start sile development

09-2Q-2 Issue Purchase Orders and submit payments via Westinghouse for Units 2
and 3 Turbine/Generators and Main Transformers.

2009

09-2Q-3 Receive Units 2 and 3 Core Makeup Tank material at fabncator.

09-2Q-4 Submit artist a ment to Westin house for Desi n Finahzation
09-3Q-I Issue Purchase Order and submit payment via Westinghouse for Unit 2
Turbine Generator Condenser material.

09-3Q-2 Submit payments to fabncators via Wesbnghouse for Units 2 and 3 Reactor
Coolant Pumps and Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchangers

2009 09-3Q-3 Submit artial a ment to Westin house for Desi n Finalization
09-4Q-I Stan erection of construction buildings, to include craft famlities for
personnel, tools and equipment, first aid facilities, field offices for site management
and support personnel, temporary warehouses, and construction hinng office.

09-4Q-2 Receive Unit 2 Reactor Vessel flange nozzle shell forging at fabncator.

09-4Q-3 Submit partial payment to Westinghouse for Design Finalization.

2009
09-4Q-4 issue Purchase Order and submit payment via Westinghouse to fabncator
for Units 2 and 3 Radiat/on Moniionn S stems
10-1Q-I Recewe Unit 2 Reactor Vessel Inlemals core shroud matenal at the
fabricator

10-1Q-2 Payment to fabncator via Westinghouse for Unit 2 Turbine/Generator
Feedwater Heater material

2010 10-1Q-2 Receive raw material at fabncalor for Uml 2 Reactor Coolant Loo I in

10-2Q-1 Receive Unit 2 Reactor Vessel internals upper guide tube Material at the
fabncator

10-2Q-2 Subrmt payment to Westinghouse for the Unit 2 Control Rod Drive
Mechanisms

2010 10-2Q-3 Perform claddin on Unit 2 Pressurizer bottom head at fabncator.
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10-3Q-1 Start excavation and foundation work for the standard plant for Unit 2.

10-30-2 Receive Unit 2 Steam Generator tube sheet forgmg at the fabricator

10-3Q-3 Complete Unit 2 Reactor Vessel outlet nozzle weld to flange at the
fabricator.

2010 3 10-30-4 Start Unit 2 Condenser fabrication at the fabricator
10-40-1 Complete preparations for receiving the first module on site for Unit 2

10-40-2 Receive Unit 2 Steam Generator transition cone forging at the fabricator

10-40-3 Complete Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pump casmg fabncation

2010 4
10-40-4 Complete machining, heat treatment and Nondestructive examination of Unit

2 ReactorCoolantLoo Hot Le A i rn at the fabncator.
11-1Q-1 Complete Unit 2 hydrotests for Core Makeup Tanks.

2011
11-1Q-2 Issue Purchase Order and submit payment via Westinghouse to fabncator
for Units 2 and 3 Polar Crane main hoist drums and wire ro e
11-20-1 Receive Unit 3 Control Rod Dnve Mechanism latch housing/rod travel
housing malenal at Ihe fabncalor.

2011 2

2011 3

11-20-2 Com lets Umt 2 Condenser shi ment re aration at the fabdicator
11-30-1 Start placement of mud mat for Unit 2

11-30-2 Receive Unit 2 Steam Generator tubing at Ihe fabncator

11-30-3Complete upper head welding on Unit 2 Pressurizer al the fabncator.

11-3Q-4 Com lete Unit 3 Reactor Vessel closure head claddin at the fabricator
11-40-1 Begin Unit 2 first nuclear concrete placemenL

11-40-2 Complete fabrication of Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pump stator core at the
fabncalor

11-4Q-3 Begin Umt 2 Reactor Vessel Internals welding of core shroud panel ring at
the fabncator

2011 4

11-40-4 Complete 1st Unit 2 Steam Generator tubing installation at the fabricator.

11-40-5 Ship Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Loop pipe to site

11-40-6 Ship Unit 2 Control Rod Dfive Mechanism to site.

11-4Q-TComplete weld for Unit 2 Pressunzer lower shell to head at the fabncstor

11-40-8 Complete 2nd Steam Generator tubing installation for Unit 3 at the fabncalor

11-4Q-9 Submit artist a ment to INestin house for Desi n Fmabzation.
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12-10-1 Set module CA04 for Unit 2.

12-1Q-2 Complete post weld heat treat of 2"' tubesheet for Unit 2 Passive Residual
Heal Removal Heat Exchanger.

12-10-3 Complete Is tubesheet drilling for Unit 2 Passive Residual Heat Removal
Heat Exchanger.

2012

2012

2012

2012

12-1Q-4 Complete girder fabncation for Umt 2 Polar Crane.

12-1Q-5 Com late re arations for Umt 3 Turbine Generator Condenser shi ment
12-2Q-1 Set Containment Vessel ring ¹I for Unit 2.

12-2Q-2 Dehver Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pump casings to the site

12-2Q-3 Complete Unit3 Reactor Coolant Pump stator core

12-20-4 Receive core shell forgtng for Unit 3 Reactor Vessel

12-2Q-5 Com lets Unit 3 Pressunzer claddin on bottom head
12-3Q-I Set Nuclear Island structural module CA03 for Unit 2

12-3Q-2 Complete 1"Unit 2 Squib Valve factory operational test

12-30-3 Complete Unit 3 Accumulator Tank hydrotest

12-30-4 Com late eleclricai anal assembl for Unit 2 Polar Crane
12-40-1 Start containment large bore pipe supports for Unit 2

12-4Q-2 Ship Unit 2 Reactor Integrated Head Package to site from fabncator

12-40-3 Complete Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pump stator fabrication

12-4Q-4 Complete 2"' Unit 3 Steam Generator tubing installation at fabricator

12-40-5 Com lets Is Unit 2 Steam Generator h drotest at fabricator
13-10-1 Start concrete fill of Nuclear Island structural modules CADI and CA52 for
Unit 2

13-IQ-2 Ship Unit 2 Passive Residual Heat Removal Heat Exchanger lo site from
fabricator

2013

13-10-3Complete Unit 2 Refueling Machine Assembly factory acceptance test

13-10-4 Shi Unit 2 Reactor Vessel Internals to site from fabncator
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13-2Q-1 Set Unit 2 Contamment Vessel ring ¹3.

13-20-2 Ship Unit 2 Steam Generator to site from fabncator.

13-20-3 Complete preparation for Unit 2 Turbine/Generator shipment from Toshiba
fabncation facility

2013

2013

2013

13-20-4 Complete Unit 3 Pressurizer hydrotest at fabncator

13-20-5 Ship Unit 2 Polar Crane to site.

13-20-5 Receive Umt 2 Reactor Vessel on site from fabncator
13-30-1 Set Unit 2 Reactor Vessel.

13-30-2 Weld Unit 3 Steam Generator tubesheet to channel head.

13-30-3 Complete Unit 3 Reactor Coolant Pump final stator assembly at fabricator

13-3Q-4 Ship Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pumps to site from fabncalor

13-30-5 Place first nuclear concrete for Unit 3
13-40-1 Set Unit 2 Steam Generator.

13-40-2 Preparations complete for shipment of Unit 2 Main Transformers.

13-40-3 Complete Unit 3 Steam Generator hydrotest at fabricator

13-40-4 Set Urut 2 Containment Vessel Bottom Head on basemat le s
14-10-1 Set Unit 2 Pressunzer Vessel.

14-10-2 Complete Unit 3 Reactor Coolant Pump Factory Acceptance Test at
fabricator.

14-10-3 Ship Unit 3 Reactor Vessel Internals to site from fabricator.

2014

2014

14-1Q-4 Issue Purchase Order and submit payment to fabncalor via Westinghouse
for Unit 3 Mam Transformers
14-20-1 Complete weldmg of Unit 2 Passive Residual Heat Removal System piping.

14-20-2 Ship Unit 3 Steam Generator to site from fabncator

14-20-3 Shi Unit 3 Refuelin Machine Assembl to site.
14-30-1 Set Unit 2 Polar Crane.

14-30-2 Ship Unit 3 Reactor Coolant Pumps to site from fabncator

2014
2014

2015
2015

14-3Q-3 Complete shipment preparations for Unit 3 Main Transformers from
fabncator.
14-4Q-I Shi last Unit 3 S ent Fuel Store e Rack module to sile
15-10-1 Stari electrical cable pullmg m Unit 2 Auxiliary Building

15-IQ-2 Com late Unit 2 Reactor Coolant S stem cold h dro.
15-20-1 Activate class 1E DC ower in Unit 2 Auxilia Buildin
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2015 3
2015 4
2016 I

2016 2
2016 3
2016
2017 I
2D17 2
2017 3

15-3Q-1 Complete Unit 2 hot functional test

15-3Q-2 Install Unit 3 rin 3 for containmenl vessel
15-40-1 Load Unit 2 nuclear fuel

16-1Q-1 Unit 2 Substanbal Com ration.

16-20-1 Set Unit 3 Reactor Vessel
16-3Q-1 Sel Unit 3 Steam Generator ¹2.
16-4Q-1 Sel Unit 3 Pressurizer Vessel.
17-10-1 Com late weldin of Unit 3 Passive Residual Heat Removal S stem i in

17-2Q-1 Set Unit 3 alar crane
17-3Q-1 Start Unit 3 Shield Buildin roof slab rebar lacemenl

2017 4 17-40-1 Start Unit 3 Auxilia Buildin electdical cable uilin

2018 1

2018 2

2018 3
2D18 4
2019 2

18-1Q-I Activate Unit 3 Auxilia Buildin class IE DC ower
18-20-1 Complete Unit 3 Reactor Coolant System cold hydro.

18-20-1 Com lets Unit 3 hot functional test
18-30-1 Com lets Unit 3 nuclear fuel load

18-40-1 Be in Unit 3 full ower o aration

19-10-1 Unit 3 Substantial Com letion.
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EXHIBIT F

ANTICIPATED COMPONENTS OF CAPITAL COSTS AiVD SCHEDULE

Con&bine&I Application of Soutli Cnrolina Electric k. Gas Conipany for n

Certilicnte of Environmental Contpatibilily and Public Convenience aod
Necessity nnd for a Base Load Revieiv Orrler

Public Service Corrnnission Docket No. 2008-)96-E

1. INTRODUCTION

Chart A to this Exhibit F provides a summary of the anticipated components of capital cost
and the forecasted schedule for incurring them as used by SCE8&O in projecting the cash floivs,

construclioii work iit progress tinlances, nnd otlier fir&uncial matters related to the construction of
nvo Westinghouse AP1000 units as V. C. Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 d& 3. These

projections reflect the applicable inflation adjustments mid indices ns set forth in Kxliibit I to this

Application and are subject lo the risk factors set forth m Exhibit 3 to ibis Application anil to the

cost and schedule contingencies requeste&l in the Application. As set forth in the Application,

SCEF&O ivifl update these piojecrions periodically in its filings ivith the Oflice of Regiriatory

Staff ro reflecr the actual levels ot inflation measured foi past peiiods by the inflation factors and

indices reflected in Exhibit I to this Application and to iefleci any changes related ro the

contingencies iequested in the Application. SCE/kO will update the projections of capital costs

for remaimng future periods based on the same methodology reflected in this Exliiblt F.

2. THE PUBLIC AND CONFIDENTIAL VERSIONS OF CHART A

Cbnrt A lo it&is Exhibit F is bemg filed in both a public and a confidential version Both

versions provide the full anticipate&i cost of thc Units, year-by-year mid in total, including all

costs anticipated to be paid under the EPC Contract, all oivner's costs and afl lriuismission costs.

The only difference bcnveen tire hvo versions of the exhibits is the amount of detail given for

EPC costs mid Owner's costs.

Specifically, the confidential version differs front the public version in thai il includes twelve

ioivs of data nor included on the non-coniidential version. Those roivs of'data&'

A. Show the anticipate&I annual payments in 2007 dollars unde& the EPC Contract ivith

Westinghouse/Stone & Websrer broken out into the seven "EPC Categories" that are

listed on Exhibit I to this Application;

B. Show the estimated mmual payinents in 2007 dollars for the "Owner's Cost Categories'

Project Target Estimates, " that aie listed on Kiliibit I ro this Application;

C Sum the unescalated project costs by and adjust tbe yearly sum by the applicnble inflation

factoi s, afl consistent with the inflation factois listed on Exliibil I to this Application I'or

the cost categories involved;
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D. Set foi nb Ihe contingency mnounl applicable to each year*a estimaled construction& costs

in 2007 dollars, ail consistent ivith the contingency factors listed on Exhibit f to tliis

Application for the cost categories mvoived, and

B. Adjusts the yearly contingency amount by the inflation factors applicable to the cost

categories with ivhich the contingencies are associated, all consistent with rhe inflation

factoi s listed on Exhibit 2 to this Application.

The sum of these calegoi ice of cosr data (SPC costs nnil Owner's costs) nnd the associared

contingencies and inflation aniounts equal nhe first row ofdata an the public version of'Clnarl A

lo Exhibit F, "Pimit Cost; Torsi Net Cash Flow. "

SCE&G would emphasize r hat the public version of Clrart A to this Exlnibit I' sets foish the

full projected cost of tiie Faciliiy. The public version of Chnrt A provides rhe specific year-by-

year cost projections on which the Commission is asked to establish as the "approved capital cost

estimate inclmling specified contingencies" foi rhe Facility, as required in S.C. Code Ann. gg 58-

33-275(A)(2) of the Curie of Larva of Soirth Cmolina, l 976.

SCE&G is seeking con tidentinl treatment of the data not inclirded in the public version of'

Cbnrt A to Exhibit F (the "Confidential Data" ), because if disclosed in un aggiegated form,

those dale cauld allow competitors ol'Westinghouse/Stone & Webster to calculate specific prices

being charged liy Westinghouse/Stone & Webster nnder the BFC Contract, borh in aggregate and

fon pai ticular items or categories of irems supplied. Westinghonse/Stonie & Webster considers

this pricing information to be proprietary inforniation in the narure of a u ade sew et and has taken

carefinl steps to maintain the confidentiality of this information&. Westinghouse/Srone & tyebster

lielieves thar pirblic release of such data could injure 'nVestinghouse/Stone & Webster

comnnerciafly in its negotiations for rhe sale of other unirs.

SCE&G intends to make the Confiriential Data available to parties ivho sign an appropriate
confidentiality agreement.

Page 2 of 2



EXHIBIT F, Chart A

ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

SCESD C h pp1 Ot hh F

Exhibit P (Publi«) (Exhibit No. (EEB-t-P))
Public Version Page 3 of 3

Combined Application of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company for a
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and

Necessity and fora Base Load Review Order

(790UBends of 5)

V.C. Summer Units 2 and 3 - Summary of SCEE G Capital Cost Components

Plsm Cost Categories
F 4 thAdt ~t
R ithn~pdt u tA
FI thn~hd n 8
F«th IPW * d Adt

AFW IC ltw 0 *

Total 2007 2009 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2010 2015 2016 2017 2018

N.IBC
I Sat
0 C I

Ttlu * Itdn I tC
P 14MC tE I I
0 ntl g yl20075)
0 Iin FE It'

CQ() IRPildo8IKRtIS)

TIINIC IFIP 5,411,057 21,473 152,826 456, 170 637 192 696,561 734 258 7S2 043 6S0 621 502 767 376,627 240,217 12S 312

Tmnsmission Projects
T t IN tC hFI 638.020 375 1 666 15.555 46 282 73,014 4.286 189.523 307.316

Total project cash Flow

Cumulative Project Cash Flow

AFUDC(C Pt I dl I 0

Gras Consuucr on

Consuuclion Work in Process

261.289 645 5,204 17 292 24,459 31.461 3,135 34,466 33,550 28,726 13395 17 577 23 279

6 313376 22118 185030 475 940 661 651 728 D22 770 D59 802064 760 553 604 507 394 308 447 317 458907

22.118 210148 685.988 1.347.639 2,075,661 2,845,720 3,647784 ~ 408, 37 5,012,S44 5,407,152 5854,469 6,313,376

6 D49, 087 21 473 182 826 458,548 637 192 696,561 735.924 767.598 726.903 575,781 380.913 429 740 435,628

21 473 204, 299 662,647 1,300 D39 1,996,600 2 732 524 3 500.122 4227 025 4,802,806 5 183,719 5.613 459 6,049,087

Fuocon pn~ 5.5

Scesoh I dd d ( I
' 4* 4 I dsce401 h

Public



Exhibit 1(Public) (Kxliibit No, (EEB-2-P))
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EXHIBIT I

INFLATION INDICES

PUBLIC VERSIDIV

Cont bined Applicatiou of South Caroliaa Electric & Gas Compnny for a

Certilicate of Environmental Com patibflity and Pablic Coiivcnicnce and

Ncccssity and for n Base Load Revieiv Order
Public Service Comniission Docket No. 2008-196-K

1. INTRODUCTION

This Exhibit I provides the inliation indices arid esc*latois, aml contingency factois used

by SCE&G in projecting the capital cost of the bvo Westinghouse API000 Advanced Passive

Safety Poiver Plant (AP1000) units it proposes to construct as V. C. Summer Nuclear Station

(VCSNS) Units 2 & 3 (the Units or the Facilities)

2, EXPLANATION OF COST ELEMENTS SUBJECT rO PSCALATION

(See Attached Chart A)

Chai I A of Exhibit I provides the categoiies of capital investnient that have been established

foi the piojeci. These categories are defined by risk profiles documenting ihe escalations and

contingencies that an: applied to base pioject cash floiv. The delinitions of &hase profiles are

determined by either contract terms or sound engineering nnd planning assuniptions. Project

cash flow is assigned to each risk profile Imsed on conunon risk characteristics; mid escalaiions

and contingeiicies aie applied to generaie future cash flow for use in regulatory and planning

schedules. Risk pioiiles are defined beioiv

1) Fixed ivith No Adjustoient —These costs nie fixed per the EPC Contract arid escalation

is not applied. Contingency risk for this cash liow is principally related to change orders

and is predicted to be relatively lou.

2) Fina ivith Fixed Adjustment A —These costs have a tixed escalation of a specified

percentage applied as patt of the EPC Conrract Contingency risk for this cash flow is

principafl& related to change orders and is piedicted lo be relanvely loiv.

3) Fir in ivitli Fired Adjustnient B —These costs have a fixed escalation ofa specified

percentage applied as part of the EPC Contiact. Undei the SPC Contiacl, this factor is

expressed in tivo parrs. One pan is an in flat ion escalator equal ro the pei em& &age in irem 2

above The other is a smafl additional factor rhat is designated a nuclear industry

adminisirarion adjustment to compensate Westinghouse for the undertaking the prolecr.

Pagexofs Public



Exbibit1(Public) [Exhibit Na. (EEB-2-P))
Page 2 of 8

Contingency risk for this cash flow is pnncipaiiy related to change orders and is predicted

to be &elatively low.

4) Firm with In&laved Escalation —Escalation for &his schedule of costs is applied

periodically under the EPC Contract bnsed on the Handy —Whitman All Steam Genmation

Plant Index, Sou&I& Atlantic Region. Handy-Whitman is a ivefl recognized and commonly

used constniction index. The adjustment ss bitte&i un&ter the EPC Contract &vill reflect the

percentage increase in rhe Handy-Whitman All Steam Generation Plant Index, South

Atlantic Region as measured between each bi-annual release of&tie index. For planning

purposes, SCE&G is using &lie most recent one-year index change fo& 2008, and ttie most

&ccent five-year average of the index fo& 2009 arid beyond to escalate these costs.

Contingency & isk for this cash flow is predicted ta be relatively low.

I) Act&mt Cral't Wages —Site craft ivages will be paid at actual costs. For planning

purposes, SCE&G is using rtie mes«ecent one —year index change of the

Handy —Whirman All Steam & Nuclear Generation Plnn& Index, South Atlantic Region,

for 2008, an&I &tie mos& recent tive-year avei age of this index for 2009 and beyond to

escalate these costs. Contingency risk for this cash flow is expecrcd to be higher than

average.

6) NaniLabor Costs —This schedule is paid at actual costs. For planning purposes,

SCE&G is using the most recent one-year index change of the Handy —Whitman A II

Steam & Nuclear Generation Plant index, South Atlantic Region, f'or 2008, and the most

recent five-yea& average of rhis index for 2009 and beyond to escalate rhese costs.

Contingency i isk for this cash floiv is expected &o bc nioderately Ingti.

7) Time & IVIalerials —This schedule is paid at actual costs. Fo& planning purpases,

SCE&G is using the inost recent one —year index change of the Handy —Whitman All

Srearn & Nucleai Geneiation Plant Index, South Arlanric Region, for 2008, and the most

recent five year average of this index for 2009 and beyond to escalate these costs.

Contingency & isk for &his cash floiv is expected to be modei ately high.

8) Owners Costs Target Estimates —This schedule is paid at actual costs For planning

pui poses, SCEt&G is using the most recent oneyear factor oflhe GDP Chained Price

Index, a commonly used U.S. Government published general escalation index, to escalnte

2008 costs The most i ecent five-yem average of this index is use&i to escalate costs for

2009 and beyond. Contingency risk for this cash flow is expected ta be &node&ately high.

9) Trnnsniissioa Costs —This sciicdule is paid al actual costs. For planning purposes, the

base estimate is escalated based on &he niost recent Handy —Whitman Transmissiori Plant

Index, Souih Atlantic Region index, and the most recent five-year average of this index,

Page 2 of 3 Public



Exhibit I (Public) (Exliibit No. (KKB-I-P))
Page 3 of 3

ts used to escalate costs for 2009 and beyond Contingency rtsk for this cash floiv is

expected lo be tnoderately high.

3. PUBLIC AND CONFIDENTIAL VERSION OF THE INTRODUCTION TO
EXHIBIT I AND CHART A TO EXfHBIT I

In response to a claim of confidentiality made by Westingiiouse under tire provisions

of the EPC Contract, SCE&G has prepared public and confidential versions of this

introduction to Exhibit I, and of Chart 8 to Exhibit I. The differences betiveen the tivo

versions sic as foiloivsi'

a. The public version ofthis introduction to Exhibit I does not specify the

percentage of the costs under the EPC I'ontract that fall within the Fixed/Firm

pricing category and the additional percentage of cost that Westingliouse anti

Stone &. Webster have agreed to offer for conversion to Fixed/Fiim piicing. The

confidential version of the intr orltrction provides these peicentages.

b. Tlm public version of this introduction ro Exhibit I, and of Chnrt B to Exhibit I

does not provide the specific inflation factom rhat rhe EPC Contracr has

established for rhe two Fiim ivith Fixed Adjustinent Categories. The confidential

version sets faith tliese factors.

c. The public version of Chart B le Exhibit 1 does not list the specific items of
equipment or cost included in the foui Fixed/Firm categories of cost. Tire

confirlential version of tliat docutnent lists the specific items of equipment or cost

under the heading "Cost Make-up. "

SCE&Gi intends lo make rhe confidential vei sion of rhe introduction to Exhibit I and of
Ctinrl B io Exhibit I available to parties ivho sign an apptoprinte confidentiality agreement.

4. HANDY-WHITMAN AND GDP INDICES

(See Attached Chart B)

Chart B to Kxbibi( I provides tive years ofhistoiical data for tlie Handy-iVhitman

(HW) All Steam Generatioii Plant, All Stemn & Nuclear Generation Plant, and

Transmission Plant, foi the South Atlantic Region; as ivell as the Gross Domestic Product

(GDP) inflation index. These are the indices discussed in Clmrt A of Exhibit I and used by

SCE&G in preparing cost projections related lo the Facility.

Page 3 of3 Public
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SCEEG, Applmt* E»hbt), Ch RA
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Exhibit 1, Chart B

ttW AS Steam Generation Plant

Year tndex
2007 491
2006 456
2005 424
2004 401
2003 376
2002 372
2001 362
2000 354
1999 337
'1998 335
1997 329

7.7%
7.5%
5.7%
6.6%
1 1'/
2.8%
2.3%
5 0'/
0.6%
1 8%

7.0%
6.6%
4.5%
3.5%
2 0%
3.4%
2.6%
2 5%

5.74'/
4.8%
3.7%
3.6%
2.3%
2 5'/

41%
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SC68 G, Comb ned Appl cabon Page 2 of 4

Exhibit I, Chart 8

HW Au Steam+ Nuclear Generatfon Plant

Year Index
2007 490
2006 455
2005 423
2004 400
2003 375
2002 371
2001 61
2000 353
1999 336
1998 334
1997 328

7 7%
7 6%
58%
6.7'4
1 1%
2 8%
2.3%
5.1'4
0 6%
1 8%

7.0%
6.7%
4.5%
3.5%
2.0%
34%
26%
2.5%

5.75%
48%
3.7%
3 6'4
2.4%
2.5%

4.1%



Exhibit I (Public) (Exhibit No. (EEB-2-P))
Page 7 of 8

SCE&G Combined Application, Page 3 of 4

Exhibit I, Chart B

HW Ag Transmission Plant

Year Index
2007 518
2006 476
2005 436
2D04 410
2003 372
2002 373
2001 370
2000 360
1999 338
1998 345
1997 336

8 8%
9 2i%%d

6 3%
10.2%
-0.3%
0.8%
2.8%
85/
-2 0%
2 7'%%d

8.1%
8.6%
5.4%
3.6%
1 1%
3.4%
2.4%
2H%

6.86'/o

5 3%
4.D'%%d

4.0'%%d

1.6'/
2.1%

4 5%
3.6%
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SCEEG, Combmed Appl cat on, Pape 4 of 4

Exhlbrt I, Chart S

'l7
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21% 209'4
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I 38
3.76%

D9. 6
2 S7%
125%

2.1

2.67 I
2 9%
2.55 /

148
3.62 4
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2P2'6
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3.37'%
2 '/8'0
2 55%

2 02
3 23/
3 D9%
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2 07
2.06 4
3. 5%
2.88%
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.85%

3 66%
2

1.60
l. 95%
3.S1%
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I 67
3 92%
3 'I
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE DESIGN SUMMARY
INCREASE ON MAY, 2008 RATES

RATE

MAY, 2D08

REVENUE

PROPOSED

REVENUE

5

CHANGE

'Y

CHANGE

COL. 1 COL 2 COL 3 COL 4

RESIDENTIAL

Rale I - Good Cents
Rale 2- Lmv Use
Rale 5- TimevtsUse ihwH only)
Rale 6 - Energy Sa er I Cons r alon
Rale 7 ~ T me-oI. Use Demand
Rale 8 - Resrdcnl al

5
8

S
3
9

40,502,914 3
3,399.080 5

171.837 $
54,903,275 S

1,328 5
779,737,3ti4 5

40.670,833
3,411,473

I 72,44 0
55,130,996

1,334
783,081,763

167,719
12,393

803
227,721

6
3,344,459

0.41'Y

0364
0 35%
0.41%
0 45'/

0 43'/

Total Re IdsnUal Cise $878715 736 $882 468639 5 3752901 0.43%%u

SMALL GENERAL SERVICE
Rate 3M - Mun pal Powe
Rale 9 - Small General
Rale 29 - Small General (Unm ate red)
Rale le-SmadConstr cion
Rale 11 - Irrlgadon

Rate 12C - Church
Rate 13 - Municipal Llgh0ng

Rale 14 - Farm
Rate 16 ~ Time. of.Use
Rale 228 - School

3
8

3
5
$
$
5
5
5

14,038,377 S
284,919571 3

695,405 5
1,064,616 5
I 124,326 5

15.510.709 $
476,666 5

2 153,687 5
316,199 3

37 064,918 5

14,087, 166
286,072,314

898,218
1,067,611
1,127,951

15,558,820
478,263

2,162,050
317,239

37,215,674

$
$

5
5
$
8
5
5

50,789
1,152,743

2.811
2,995
3,625

46, 111
1,597
8, 163
1,040

130,956

0.36%
0 40%
040%
0 28%
0 32'/
0.31'/
0.34%
0 38%
0 33%
0 35%

Total SmaN General Service Class $357,382,674 $356,785,504 S 1,402,830 0.39'/

MEDIUM GENERAL SERVICE
Rale 20 - Medium General
Rale 21- Time ol Iise
Rale 21A - Expenmentat T me of Use

5 178,6D6,710 3 179,535,561 3 728,851
5 7, 196,028 5 7,228 807 5 32,779
5 29.435.304 5 29,553,013 5 117,709

0 41'4
0 46'/
0 40%

Tolal Medlum General Servl e CI ss $215,438,042 $216,317,381 5 879,330 0.41%

LARGE GENERAL SERVICE
Rale 23- Indusl al Po ver
Rate 24 - 7 e.of.U
Contracts

S 268,491,733 5 269,415,684 S 923,951
5 147,428,394 5 148,011,377 5 582,983
5 102,825,829 5 103,084,489 5 258,660

0 34%
0.40%
0 25'Y

TolalbargeGen rat S Nic CI s

TOTAL

S 518,745,856 $520,511,55D $1,765,594$7,800,564

0.34%

'-7hese columns h v b n updat d lo egecl Ihs new fuel facto s approved by Ihe Public Semtce Commiss on of South Carolina m

0 de No. 2008-742 r Ising lo the Comp y's Reque I for Mid-Period Adjustmenl

EXHIBITD~
QOc%%uf'-fee —J
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
PROPOSED ELECTRIC RATE SCHEDULES

Listed are the proposed electric rate schedules included as follows:

Rate ~Descri tion

I (RGC) Good Cents Residential Service

2 Low Use Residential Service

Municipal Power Service

5 Time-of-Use Residential Service

6 (RGCC) Energy Saver/Conservation Residential Serwce

7 Time-of-Use Demand Residential Service

8 Residential Service

9 General Service

ID Small Construction Service

12(C)
13 (ML)

Irrigation Service

Church Service

Municipal Lighting Service

14 Farm Service

15 (SS-1) Supplementary and Standby Service

16 Time-of-Use General Service

Ig Concurrent Demand Time-of-Use General Service

20 Medium General Service

21 General Service Time-of-Use Demand

21A Experimental Program —General Service Time-of-Use Demand

22 (S) School Service

23 Industrial Power Service

24 Large General Service Time-of-Use

Contract Rates



Second Revised Kxbtbtt N (Rxbibit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 2 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY

RATE 1 IRGC)

ELECTRICITY

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
GOOD CENTS RATE

AVAILABILITY

Eif ti J Of9, fdgelM h d I elo d d ot lableto y e st ct

d 1 g 1st~ ap*n I tmr e I Ihe 915 aynid I I I d 9 I Ibl I I shll Ket ppledlo
d slg t h g ttl I I ~ I,f « I hih Id 9 dr 11 yp 5 tp I b

e be . ollh dl I I ly fib I fth d eh g

ndmtl g n ed f' das «g p fno I ag ddi I*i' go ne, brch flolt fo ih I Ilh I lyo d d si
P 95 hd II 0

CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

P i * I l*, lh c to «pwpet lo I dicta C p yl n II cl I fl I. 1C I P g 0

Th d 1 9 I slbe nhdbytheCWP yl sate c dlheCO pay' G dC*l P g« I ", fok allh I of

CHARACTEROFSERVICE

Ah I g C 1, 801 M, gl ph, 120 K, 2 120I250 It 3

RATE PER MONTH

8 I Frol Ch

0
I ahab M Ih

1 ~ yy ie.
Iab gh 15
onvyl$800

Pl E Mych get

F Sl 8MK ha
E * 800K I

$010279 pe K h. $010279 p K

3 0 11251 p K ~ 3 0 09885 ~ K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th Ihly d M*51 lib th bae fa Ites h ge I I d b *

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F *Icosi 1$03392p K ~ I d d the egy h N a d ks bl cll divsl e Iby*d fib P bi Se ' C* lo ISO Ih

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th gy ho b td I d 0 p I t$00013p K I f« late I 51 d g

SALES ANO FRANCHISE TAX

Tolh b lit add d y polk bi I I hfa di le 0 b 5 ssl cora h h ayb 5 e edby* 1511 0 I caig
b dy.

PAYMENT TERMS

Aai ~Il a wt dpybl h d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th Cop y ai sh cMa«tht sl&M p f I' N ~ I dk Ib I hd ly h I *py lb

dg I bi . I d d dl de I pysth 0 p yl I thlyl lay h g b do ddd e

TERM OF CONTRACT
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GENERAL TERMS ANO CONDITIONS

Th co pay'G ealTe 55McMe s H ol Idbyef«*d* pn fth I id, l

Effective Upon Approval Of The P bt c
Ser ce C aston Of So th Ca hna



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 3 of 3]

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC Ib GAS COMPANY

RATE 2

AVAILABILITY

ELECTRICITY
Loyy USE RESIDENTIAL SERVICE

Ths I,I bl I st mlhal mtth 9 al deo slstedbelo . d a * mbytheC p y'5 I d d h h p I d

pplnfft dbg lb lg tll I th t *,h I hh td ftadf II ypmp
me b . 0 8 I m, f I am d lef lyoflb I so fib d II g ts

Ad I 9 I dr d 0 p I h 9, ddl I I lgq n s, alt fa, lte I I ~ I e fiber ly d d

py 9 dd 9 g

SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF SERVICE

OTI «hdl *fbi I I « Is I Ih Pl hs I ~meooK h I h fib I ff balm 0th P m g
bgl 0 Ih, sl b hbagyt»ll& de Ih I ahdl. Th sl 6 Ih 0 p*dth d a g Ifo Ih el
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3)Th I dbll g Ih th ahml bs g Ihpe ethel 0 fl 0* lb' ml schedffe lseoon hs stem I 19hsly

s)0 nb ba d d 0 pa les h d I Ih e tl I bn gl odsbefo 9 sl n* a 0 b flgbff fo th*1 U Rale.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Alt* I 90 l, cohens a gl ph e, 120 Its, 2 «1201240 0 3

RATE PER MONTH

Pff E myCI

ASK h

MINIMUSI CHARGE

$800

$0 07803 pa K h

The thly ch 0 had be the be I fa iles h 0 1st d b e

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I sls 1$03392pe K h e thump Ih* my h g 0 bP ll dl I thy m fa P bt $ ac I ISO Ih

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th mychffg b, I d tm da ge 0 I f$00013pe K 0 f 1st m I d ge

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T th 0 Sb ddd y ppl bl I t, f h. I 0 I I* hh yb sa dby y II I Ig
b dy

PAYMENT TERIIIS

Abbe t do y bl h deed

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th*C p y alt hs *«mm thl I dm p dl I N -I d d sb f hd ly h Ih « I py
Ih da m 0 I b I -I 0 d dots dad 0 p ysl Ih Co pa yto I Ihlyfclffy hag b sado ch

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I I hnbe It f pe d I Ha Ih fl)y A ep I I tshsbe s* Im ah l**1*chl so

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Thee p y'sG IT a dco dto sa op al dby Ie cea aa apanotlhs les hed I

Effect e Upon Approval Of The Pobl c
Ser ca Comm so DISo thCamln



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KRd-4))
Page 4 of 3)

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC 3 GAS COMPANY

RATE 3 (M)

AVAILABILITY

ELECTRICITY

MUNICIPAL

POWER SERVICE

sees I g eh addst b I ayl . The I d 5 li pily d nd p ledf Ithnf 0 5 0 5 tha g b t I stndmto

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Aa* I g 0 l, aoh n Vdt g* dph * ill *pa *ilh*C p y

RATE PER lilONTH

Bs F ite Cha

Pl IE myCh g .

S * 05 gM lh*IJ e.S pt* b*)
All K h

w I Bit 0M th fo 1 be-May)
55K hs

5 1650

5 009070 p K h

$005010 p K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th lhlyhg*l ahthb* f li hhl lid ape&a, I I tk 1 df (sleslh

*ce osi p ya co pa y'sst 0 dfaoity ate tt e* ss i on Bi aoio t ~ 1 ch g s ~ *

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I ts 15033rap K b Id d lh hlyu g d bicli dl I tby me flh P bi 5 Co *tao I ~

STORM DAMAGE COBIPONENT

Th e egy hagesab nl de to d ag*co po 1 t$00038pe K h f » Ii f I 5 0 * *

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

r in ab iiC ad a yappi H bat, r,t„,t, 0 Si i vm n ym abye y i 1 i ig e
b dy

PAYMENT TERMS

Aaba I dpybi I d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Sca ha il opted I lh 1 1 lblh I f I I . I pe I I sly o. plud tl 5
11th C p y II Ih I I b Idt n 5 II th

TERM OF CONTRACT

c I 1 hah* tt* t P *d f il Ih I )10)y c I I I ab h f P*id f 11 th I Do)y*

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th C p y'5Ge lT 5&C dl B 5 ledby fe«d pa fib I hm I

Effecti e Upon Approval Of The Publ c
Se ca Commissen Ofs uth Ca ol



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 5 of3l

SOUTH CARDLINA ELECTRIC a GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 5 RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
TIME OF USE

AVAILABILITY

h « I d fl df e II 8 ypes wpe 8 ta I, e b*s, *fib d I fa ly fib le soroflb d ling

$022841 p K

$008081 p K ~

A. On-P b Ho
s 4 M Ih I J 8 pte

The p k I «dfw Ihh bl 200p -rcop . w dyFdy. Col gh day

Th .p km I h dw d Ih*h* b I fco ~ 1200,M 0 y.FN y. * I& ghrd ys'
S.off-P kH r 4

T ~ wf-p* kh y ~ Ih d f ed*sap ho ot pe ~ d *-p*akh
'H Id ys ~ N Y raD yM anh l bay I d p dew D y I bo Day Tl ksw ho D ya dcl I *0 y

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

p I I f$03302p K I ~ Idw th e gy h g d bwtl cl I Iby d fib Pbl 8 C ofS thCwlia

Ad tbg d dti d «g pol ha g, ddl I I'gq n, ktcl I li I h w II I ly M d I py g
hd sag

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

4lt I BC I aoh n, gl ph, 120 8, 2 I 120I240 8 3

RATE PER MONTH

I. S M Ihs fJ -Spt b
A Baa FaCII Seha er $1200
BE gyCh g

Ah kKh
Ap ff- e I K I

CM 88'
Th Ihly C h m hasbelh bans la lleaehag

0. YD t M the ofom b -M y
A 8 SCF Cpi Ch $1200
B E gyCI

48 ~ kK h 8 0218I4 8 K h

As tf. kK h 008081 8 K h

CM Bst
Th Ihly ~ hwg ~ II b tl 8 acf Itw h g

DETERMINATION OF ON-PEAK HOURS

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th gy h*m b** IM sl* d *g p *I f$00043p K h I II I I d *g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ihe bo At mod y ppl bl I I . f mts I rt I 4 I h h all a wswby 1 lal I lg llb&y

Asbs I dpybr h d d

PAYMENT TERIBS

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

TheC Pay Sf h, d ~ I I dm P di I 4 Nn Int d Ibef Whdclyrm th \ Py th

dff '
b d d d &nl py I 8 Co p yt I *Ihlyf Ny ho 8*8& set dlfe

Th 0 pa yah Ilh Ihe ghll sl yawl pe te p I g q ip II «sl era kad yp de f* dl bl m h d I

Th C p y' ~ I l*dp*y pl * * Ibl*t 4 e 8 & Ihddt hdl.
TERM OF CONTRACT

Co Iraclsshagbewsenfo ape iwlofnoll sslh ne(ilyear Asepamtec Ira tshagbe ieenfo each et I achl c I

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The Company's General Terms and Cond lions are nco p rated by reference and are a pan of thts rate ached le.

Effect e Upon Appro al Of The Public
Sew e C mm son Of a ulh Ca ol a



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 6 0131

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC E GAS COMPANY

RATE 5 (RGCC)

ELECTRICITY

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
ENERGY SAVER)

CONSERVATION RATE
(Page 1 f 2)

AVAILABILITY

Th I *asbll vl 5sglhc*pysddhhm IAd ~ gin* ~I I ~ lapp I f eatg
msd I la I mt a ol 8 bl I 51 5 Sl Ils* *bahppl*dl 8 811 g 1 h g I I l*f th 18 w, f

h e Ibm ff df *lt yp p I b, I . fib dl I ly fib «I fth d sag tt

Ad llm lsd a d ~ g p I h tg I ddl I I gq n . kll I ai I 1 I * flhef ly d

1)F h ly P Hl th I Ih 0 IOIA 9 IdvgDIM I MmlelE emyc d

2)nec pt n ng ~ ep na a d taii tion ta e Ac ~ tn r tsae q is t s ~ b to

3)A nli I dby I 1 h g 1111 lyR lm 115iR15).
s)c nrcsi I b Id talaea Ir q so tsh shee

Th Co P y ayl n - I ~ II fyihl I l,lbayml I tatdh 8

THERMAL AND AIR CONDITIONING REQUIREMENTS FDR ENERGY CONSERVATION

Th folk geqm I a p d tedo IheCO I fA em a Id gClfmi I 1:IEemycd* d bPII lsg th h g. Ih

councilofAmenca SuldngofscahModelEnergycode s lace tapptcaso of ther also trolprort cts dammed co dlo ng rlimm ntsmusl
be *H lisryih si d ds ml db lo

C mill 9

Ugha g:

W 5:

Flo r I

Wi do sf

D os:
D

C Ilg I ly I Idh hat ltd Ih It l' istad"th le I Se(R) I 130(R30).
Cel gs I \ ct edh* mgsl ab* SI led Ihaa Imsisl (R) h* 130(R30)
C I g fe* I gho g h llbe 5 lated Iha tot I a5l M aed'Ih al ee t *(R) I of38(R 38)

R Se ed I glghl h aha al d.

W llse I mdm the milt 0* I dft I HTDt 0 5 da de *1, has ha *al I I tyR I f15(R15)

Flmmo 1 m pa I p a I ah I I 1 oha 9 I I IR *I 119(R.19)
100'1, fa p m nh I 8 Shills e 0 th p b I I slh (4)

wim t sa itd(aohi)gia on st 8 s

0 m 1 dtef IITDS a Ita e theem PPeda IISdat d 15 Id

A de I Iad aM*81 0dl 1 p Ih I) al I p pdyf I m 1 Id, 842)lh d tdatlha
1 lid lt R- I fso Asia I d I m Ikl fa Ohawd Pat Ib 0 ay aid Ih

Ih pot I ofd I alai Tel t, lke-ffs, la I SUPPlyit coslolh*bhdl, bol
*t l*tl 0 I trgi II, df m dp dp 9 b d nght bhd

Atff V ntt

WlrHetrt
AVCO dltiont

Alt Mto tb 1 ~ 1 foe qa I tofettee m fo achl50sq fst n ao a

Ele I 1 18 he le Nha visa d 9 the 1 k Ih I I I R I ofa(R.S)

All 1 mf Ih e SEER al g 115SEERhlgh ih th I g h th C I fA 5 ld gofmal
M delEn gycod o 125EER yfsdemlo st le d tedemgymda, h I hgh

Other Ch yA dli pt Ih tghtalt gd p

It th I N8 t* I I 1*1 ly. f«g I ia Ib «d *d

The "as inslaged" Ihe mal resstance (R) val e f ag lm se fg or bio ng lype insula(on maienals must be vereable mthm by nstag d

densty us g ul1pla weghl d samples, the man facturer's cerlficalon methods, Federal Trade Commission's procedures o other
methods space'ed by local governing agenmes

Effeclue Upon App at Of The Pub1
Se e Commimmn Ofs Ih Carokna



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhihit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 7 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC (L GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 6 (RGCC)

CHARACTER QF SERVICE

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
ENERGY SAVER/

CONSERVATION RATE
(Page 2 of2)

nb al g 0 t, aoh n, gl ph, 120 0.2 «. 120r240 0 3

RATE PER IIIONTH

8 * Fa TISH CI

Pl E my eh g

F 800 K

Soll
(80 gM* th

J ne-September)

3 010219 p K

gy nter
(8ll gm d

0 t b horn)

8 00

010219 pe K h.

900 K 3 0 11241 p K Ir 3 009884 pe K h.

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th lhly oh 9 hah lbb' I nb as ltd be

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I 1303392p* K h ae ct d d ~ th egy hams d bl etta dl t tby d ofth P hi Se c Co o ofS th

eeet a

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th * gy hoes b Id \ a g p I300043p K I fern tl I I* d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ih b hb da d y ppc hie**i la. f cl» I b I I I h'h yb ~by ny I I I Ig mtbmy

PAYMENT TERMS

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th C p y af sh e aced h d*d p
I' t N . Imm ab I hd lyre Ih I py Ih

dnm I I I I d d d mm pyst lh 0 payit I Ihlyf Ny 1m*ha do I hddemm

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I cl hah Itl f *p d I II lh (1)y A p I I I I Tb a I e h el teahhÃat

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

fh 0 P ysG e ITe S dCO dl S nO ledby alee e nda panOflha I h d I

Eff ch eUP nAppo at of The P bl

games Commission Of Sooth Ca



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exbibit No. (J(RJ-4))
Page 8 of 31

SOUTH CAROUHA ELECTRIC 5 GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 7 RESIDENTIAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE DEMAND

AVAILABILITY

hh Nd ff df tl yP I M . 0, tt d t I ly ftl «I fib d tl g

Ad fig I df ~ «9p I h9ddd' t 1

goo�.

0th bit f«h I * fg f ly fdd I pyg

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ah I gC « t doh 4*.4 gl Ph . 120 I . 2 120I240 0 3

RATE PER MONTH

5 12D0

D dCh g

A 0-P kf!Il gD d

5 $1 th I J *-5
N -S M Ih* fo I b M

E *My Ch g*

AhW kK h

*9 tf- 4k K h

$1025 p KW$6 '14 ~ KW

$00'1436 0 K h

$0D5STI 0 K h.

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th oo Ihiy» hag daat baba I N h g I l*d b

BILLING DEISANO

Th* tg tdfh ld*df th thgdaglh. pkho fdl I Th

DETERMINATION DF ON-PEAK HOURS

A. 0 -9* I Ho
5 M 0 IJ -5 PI

Th 4 pak I * df d h ~ bl 200p -yoop M dywdy, Id gt ldy
N $ M 0 IDlptooMy

Th -p k h d I d *h I I 100 -120tt, M 4 T.Foot. I d gh ld y
8 OSP ItHP

Th If-0 kh '
y h df d llh I 0 4d 0 Ih

'Htdy N Y 4 DyM IDytdp d DyL*b DyTh kg gDy dCh I Dy
ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONIIIENTAL COSTS

F I I 15033920 K h Iked Ih oy I g d bpll df I Hby M fib Pbl 5 C I fs IhCa

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT
Th gy I g I I Id 6 d g P* 11$00043P Kah I« tl I I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T ih b Tb* ddd y ppl bl I I . f 6 I b I I I'h yb dby y*lt I Ig Mlbdy

Ado *a I d pay bl h d Nd

PAYMENTTERMS

SPECIAL PRDVISIDNS

Th C p y 6lf h «M* * Ih I 41 d d 0 N I N ~ I d ~ at f 6 d ly h th I op paydth

ThCpyldh th*ghtl I ld&p I*p119opnl I I I dypdlhnf dl bl ynhdl

Th C p yhf I dpy tpl I Ibl I to d M Ih I hdl
TERM OF CONTRACT

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Tt C 0 y' G IT dC Dell 0 Idby f I d *pa ftt I hdl
Eff M hop App IOITh P bl

5 *C* 4 OfS th Ca ol



Second Revised Kxhibii N (Kxhibii No. (KR,(-4))
Page 9 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC fh GAS COMPANY

RATE 6

ELECTRICITY

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE

AVAILABILITY

ene*ddslbl yl I ml dally 4th dp I dm d d d gy I dd s, g I pn 1st cl« the de.la ly

smchanm IVN on edfo I la ypmso p 40 4 ta e be. m e be, llh dl I I ly fth *iles mofth d oni 0

Ad en g, n degedas*no 0 g*pof m sha g. dda I 1 gh ne . hlh oln I Ih mle oftl I lyo d 4

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ah t g C « I. aoh m. gf pha, 120 04, 2 4 120I240 es3

RATE PER MONTH

8 cF flee ch

Pl E nly CI am

glimmer
(Sg gMO Ih

June-Seplembe 3

$ 6 00

yyfnter
(Bet gM Ih

O i mnm yf

F BOOK ha.

800K h gb

$010656 p K h $01066 p K h

$011656 P«K ~ . 6 010246 0 K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th Inly ch m sl eh*lb b** f antes hege sl led h e

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I 1$033920 K h Idd th nly I g d bpll dnst Iby d Ith PblcS mc
16040

STORNI DAMAGE COMPONENT

The hemych 0 4 b I 0 asldn d ages p e lofsoooeape K h I 1*4* I I d 0 Nse *

SALES ANO FRANCHISE TAX

in at e st ddma yappt bu i 1s, t cnsetee a s st e sei nct ya a ess dbya y t iewio tg m unit ay

PAYMENT TERMS

Aabs I dp y ll I 4 ed

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

dne srsbet ee .*t denise ce p*ysmih 0 I yns I Ihlyf liycl 0 b edo hddfem cain Is.

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I I hnb e I 4 d I tls tha 11)y IA 4* I 4 I D*hllb e I h I I d

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th*0 pa yso iT sade dl sa comledbymf m ea d eapanofi ~ s I sch dl*

EITecg eUpo Appo el of The P blc
6 eC s o OfSo Ihc ol



Secood Revised Exhibii N (Exhibit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 10 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS COMPANY

RATE 9

AVAILABILITY

ELECTR(C(TY

GENERAL SERVICE
(P 0 IOI2)

rt s tea atabteto sm as s gtn c pany's ta dad n n s p r da s 01 p* t*td I n p* pe s)nm neasang
h add*t b t* syne to 0* lights di po p po h d 'I, Ig, h bl d I yawmshlho

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

slt lgC1, 60hnVsgdph lib pl flb Co ps

RATE PER MONTH

ns Feels ebs*

~amer

$1050

W~mt

ls mn h

onomsv y)$1650

D dCh g.
N*CI q ~NCh$305 Pe KVA ~no ebs

Tl Bs 0D do Ih e ht KVA) hsb h, tg dsh (15) I d ed Mdo 0th bong Ih *I
J albo ghSepl be

E g'JCh 9
F 13000K I f

0 3000K h

$0.10602 pe K h

3 0.(8690 pe K h

$0.10602 Pe Kwhr.

5 0 11230 Pe K hr

MINIMUM CHARGE

Tl Iny m daa, .bib theb solsmlt 6 h g dde doham pestled t, p* d dh, h* stnm o
df (s)l ih s id t«id gf I* I b d dbyth C p ylh I y I a Ib *0

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F el Is*f$033rbp K nqa«tel d e gy no sae hie ll* dl I * thy d* ors*p Uoa waco 16 th

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

The* gy hagesabo e nl seasl d ageoo po I 1$0003ap K I I I 11' fa I* d* *g s e

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T th* b* ah*add d* yapplmabl I f h *I b * roe ** h h yt . ~by y I Igo
b dy.

POWER FACTOR

ah*p I lo fth C I r 1st fs bi 85a, h C p y y dmah bs g b I85hp I I

TEMPORARY SERVICE

T p w I I tl d I~ p p * Sb ppt d d Ih I «d Ihlh C p y' 2 dc*mls

Asbs* I dpyble ~ dd
PAYSIENT TERhlS

Effect vs Upo App at Of The Pobsc
S* ce Commmson OfSoulhCa oln



Second Revised Exbibil N (Exhibit No. (KR3-4))
Fsge 11 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC Ib GAS COMPANY

RATE 9

ELECTRICITY

GENERAL SERVICE
(Pag 2 of 2)

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th al s labl I «d I is h th d *9 g tea, ppt dlhm gh gism m p d d I, hd ~ g
a e lablsh dp * I 2 lyl, taso

eh d lie 6 c osis

UNMETERED SERVICE PROVISION

0 al, othlyh h ybe I atdbylh*C* payadbllm th* h pe h, * pllhth I f 9*s hega
h ah 5525.

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I ct I 9 I I p I I haabe ae fo pef dot lie Iha *(l)y A 9 I I cist llbe
ea h I el*a hl

GENERAL TERMS ANO CONDITIONS

Th*cop y G IT dc*de* ** «p ldby I ~ ph llh I ~ dl

Effects Up Appo alofyhePuba
Se e Comm sua Of South Ca el ha



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KR3-4))
Page 12 of31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY

RATE 10
ELECTRICITY

SMALL CONSTRUCTION SERVICE

AVAILABILITY

I Mbys

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

As I 0 0 1 egh n, s gl ph, l thee N lco p nxssl densen dense ce 0 g* 1210 0** I s

pl E egfl. h 0

RATE PER MONTH

3 000

3 0 10637 P K h

MINSIIUBI CHARGE

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F 10 1 f303370p K h I ~ 0 th gy h 0 0 bi II dl I llyonf *flheP I, se 0 Co s fS ih

0 01

STORM DABIAGE COMPONENT

Th gy h 0 I Id t d g p 113000300 K h f II I I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX
I lh b sb *dd*d yapplnbi ale I . I h I 0 1 s I h h yb N sdby y II I Ig

dy

PAYIBENT TERMS

ashes el dp y blenh 0 0

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Ifpo ggl p G 0 0th c payto last I s d ih 1 sle hh sit oed I I 0
I &0 *0 d, s ihe 10 ayt el dl pay the osl I siss gaM ovngth c 0 7' le po 1fa

TERM OF CONTRACT

C l«t Shab* 0 fp P*qd II I 0 gh bi h I** * d*d 0 h

y Iten I . n p at otact hebe 0 to at 1 Neanlo lo
Sbl I 0

GENERAL TERNIS AND CONDITIONS

Th C 0 y*G ITe dC dt s e p idly IN **Ma *pc 10 I chdl

Efface eUponAppro at Of The P blc
Se KNCo ss nOfSoulhCa pl a



Second Revised Exhibit tt (Exhibit ttto. (KRJ-d))
Page 13 o(31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE 11

AVAILABILITY

ELECTRICITY

IRRIGATION SERVICE

5 018811 p K

5 0 11340 P K h

3 0 00623 p K h

Ad K ha $0 06623 ~ K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

ppdlh I I adt that dThC ay ddt I hhNNlf fpy IMwdt llh

DETERMINATION OF ON PEAK SHOULDER, AND OFF-PEAK HOURS

A. o.p IH
S M Ih IJ 5 pl b

Th k I df 0 I h b 200F eddp, M dyF'di, Id ghldy
8SI Id H

5 M th fJ .apl
Th I td«hdaadaih*h110020p600pddcp, MMy. Fdy fhe9
hid y

C. Off.P k H 6.

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I~ I$03378pKh, tddl dgyhgl d*bPedl I thy d lib PM 5C0 fg th

Ma dp 0 ffyh ~ p g I dl 0 hdt 0 I lyf Ih pa f dg

Aa I f Ih 5HP hat PP dtylh C P yTh C PM I ~ ghtl d y I y I ~ h IIb dl
th feh I Uw a I, *I ypy 5 5 Id INMgad gib yal id P I*lahhta a: I f*

td~ d Ih I th

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ah I 9C 01601 Valg dpha 8ld pM llh C p y

RATE PER MONTH

S M 0 fJ 5 pi 0
5 20 15

BE NyCh 0
Ad - kK
Ad h Id K h

All fl. kK h

Ia I M I ~ loci I .My $20 15
SE gycho

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th* 92 I 0 at Id I d 9 p f$00030P K h I I I I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ih b dt ddd M Pph bl I . 0 h f b I I ~ h yb, dby ydl I Ig H dy

Adla I dpYM I*

PAYMENTTERMS

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

ThCpyhdh tt ghtt dad p*t plat e gap NI I fl dypdlh f dbt ylh

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I«I I M dal h 5 b 0 e p M f II *5 I (10) y A p I t e h 5 0 5 f h I I h k I

GENERAL TERMS ANO CONDITIONS

Th Cpp y' G * IT &C*d 0 Mby f d p Idl hMI

S*f 0 Cg . OfS thCa



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhihit No. (KRJ-4))
Page 14 of 31

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS COMPANY

RATE 12 (C)

ELECTRICITY

CHURCH SERVICE

AVAHABILITY

The I tbl rest e gib C pay' I ddsehhpedads&l p lofdl opp f

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

nhe a g c I, soh n V*lt "." dph ll ~ pl* fib 0 p y.

RATE PER MONTH

Pl E gych N
AaK h @ 3 0 09090 pa K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

c I m rtn mm cost payaeco pa y's r a mta ely ale tn c I I sil salt em I nag.

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I *I f3033yap K h« ldd Ih gy hm d sbf II dr lby ~ fib Pbl 5 C» of
9 n c

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th emmy h ges bo I d I d* ag* p e tof30003spe Km I « I ~ d I ~ I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

Totheabo abeadded y pplcbl*mt I, f h I* bd I I hh yb mdbyay bl
go* to dy

PAYMENTTERMS

nll I a I d payable he e de d.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Thee pay nf shse e *c da e thl st* dm p
f'

I vd* dl as co pa yeso
ldl h d th IhK N .sl dms sbeo shdofy h ihe sr pay th dd e e lst I n Im d

ea dst d ms ceo pays mlhec r* yhs *I rhlyl Hy h g ba M hdrf m c I mela.

wt cn c tt at ae In*i ~ lte t**p o ofln co p y, t «II ib s h dycare, c p
~ I as, lh c p y y c Ihtlh tt d d th pp p I g

TERM OF CONTRACT

c t I hill»a I odof oath be(afya ahab«r lhsbn f«h I I*hi *b

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The p y'G IT s dc dt, p Idby f d ~ ontth te hdl

Efface Upon App ai Of The P blm

Sen ce Comms on DfS fh Ca orna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE 33(ML)

ELECTRtCtTY

MUNICIPAL
LIGHTING SERVICE

AVAILABILITY

e pago meson «onto syste Th o d as mpasyo ea dop t et cate I Ight get et t gt, ys, p ns d n p be

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Abe 1gc etophn vag *Mph *pith pt* tp c p y

RATE PER MONTH

3 1030

Pl E gyCh*g
nnK h M 3 ooeaga p K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

The olhly hag shaebelh bsl I I as h g t ~ d b p* ddt, h edfo tell e h

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I Is 13033yap K h, I dM e gy h g d ms ate tl dl trna ltyome ofth P b S C ofS th

0

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th eegyh g b old at da ag p lols00038p Kh I« tl I I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T*lheah e alb edd d y pplc bt le le . fa ht sf 0 b * ale s I I» h yt dby y I I g I t body

ne bll s I d payabl h de d.

PAYMENTTERMS

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

S he lt ppl d M Ih I f lb. h I I I I, I p I p ly

m tame stemco I yag e slobs sdd n dmtb ~

Th 0 p y If sh I ~ m~ Ihl I d d p I I N -lade c chef shedoly I Ih st py th

dff« I bt *-I dd dated d I oay loth Co pyle net othlyooltych geo~

TERM OF CONTRACT

Co I*el I llbe a. f p d I I em le*(10)y *s

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th C pay G alTe dC dt a«p teeny f nm d ~ n fib sl hdt

Effecltye Upon App oual OI The P ale
S*n ceC mssonofSo IhCanlna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY

RATE 14

AVAILABILITY

ELECTRICITY

FARM SERVICE

The alesaalbl I 4 el sm glh c p y'ssl dm e h hi p fd I sol*p t fdl mp I slo a eml g
haddtbt ysl* f I pm gbt Ip gg n I. dm, p Itm d IPM

She lbppl dd th I I tbsh f, l lmh I, I p, l d, t*«t. ca lathe

opdy gf f p*d clspnd *d 8 p, * d It I I bi I,

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

hse stgCml, 60hed*Vllg *dph * tlh pl Ith 0 p y

RATE PER MONTH

0 KF Ne*oha

8 mmer
(Bang N ths

J Sept b$800

yy( te
(Sn gMO Ih

DCI b oM y)$8 00

Pl E gyCh g.
F I 800 Kh $010637 K h $010637 pe K

E 800 K $011637 p K h $010227 p* K h

MINIMUM CNARGE

T ~ thly I ct g hilt th b I NI I m latm b . p ddh, hm y 1«16*4 df (4)1 *

~ e* ssc I pyin c pay' st aadt say I o ~ c oml e dde N ~ I t N t

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I 1$03378P K I et I d dl Ih e egy n 6 a d s bie tto dl sl e Ibyod otlh*P btcS* 1 *0 I ofs tt

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Tl«gy n g s b Ice «mda ag mpoe I tso0036p 6 n t c 1*to *I* io dsmag

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

7 Ihe b sbe dd*da y ppl bi*a*i b. f h I b I I I» h yb dbya ysl*le dg
b dy

PAYMENTTERMS

Aetbls I dpybm h ~ 6

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th c p y df h m 4 this I

dmspm:sebo�«.

No la dam 4* sl I hd ly I Ih I pye
th dff I I bi I d d I dstm d pay I Ih C p yt N Ihlyf Ilyd rg b ed h

TERM OF CONTRACT

These lmmle Id*p do h* cd ols N I I st f peodof li*s lh I (8)ym esp
m I I b tt I h I I h I

t'

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

fheCO p y' Ge IT dC d P tdby I d Pd*flh I hdl

Effectme Upon App o al Of The P bl

Se eCo s o Ofao IhC ohn
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS CDMPANY

RATE 1 5 )SS-1)

ELECTRICITY

SUPPLEMENTARY AND STANDBY SERVICE

AVAILABILITY

Aalbhl 5 0P P d«d eg I Ihl O ldyp~o ~ f dtyth Fd IE~ NyRgl DC *~ (FERC)
Om N yb d 0 k IN RMt9-54 Th km I I I bi I 0 bfybBF sl sh 0 0 d ct 0 tyg lmlh 00
KW

SUPPLEMENTARY SERVICE

5 ppl d f dl P PPI dbyti C P y D Ifymp Iay ddb I ih tarn hl 0 Ify gF lay

g I I ifsppl ln«sbpddbylhCpyd«tl I I I hdlehlhlhd" 0 tblh ~

) I ahth I pl I I fib 5 ppl lan* 8 st dbys

SUPPLEMENTARY SERVICE

1) sl dby d ih hdl I dscMh 0 ppl dbyd c 0 11 0 Uy gF Nyl pl gy m *ly

2)sladby8* ibl * lbb*h9 0 dm l»hbdmd I I st dl II Cpyd
fl de d Ibthdbylh I * ( Ih pm * ilk gsppl Iaop~nlh st*mbym 4th p dd
SPPI IKW I dblkd* lb* Pet bl ts I I hdl

3) Sl dby 8 d I df h15 I I I Ih f(1)0 Sl dby I I dd 4, d. (2)0 dff

Sdbl I gd(MS ~ Pdldblh

erne(dhgl

dbg
5)Thglmlb I td dlbb I ldllh d \ I fib o I, F

STANDBY SERVICE POWER RATE PER MONTH

6 F I I Ch $ 105 00$4 49
E gyCI 9

D P I KWH

Off-P k KWH

$0 D5251

5 0 0415II

DETERMINATION OF ON PEAK AND OFF PEAK HOURS

h O.P I H

0-p k ~ a def dl 0 1000a . -I0000 f tl m m ff -5 01 b, idee mk d

6 onp*IH ~ .

POWER FACTOR

Th I I p I I ly p 1 bt 9th 0 I I fth I m fill fb bi 85'4. th

LIMITING PROVISION

Thegt dbyg
'

p I lithe I bi h 1325 Ih *I pl b g as M y d d g Ap I I p IIM h

db I bi fb f1200 P*kH

If lb I 8 U)1325h fsi dby * lly. t2)120 0 kh fsl dby, th m bb bb d Ih
~ ky PPI dl I '5PPI tn I df th tbbeg Ih &h b 8 I! Ih

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I f5033660 Kh fdd ihmyhmd tbidl dl I mbyd flbPbl 5C« Isdh

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th 8 gy h g 0 * Id * I ~ g p I f500008p K I 1 I I I d g

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

2 Ih I bt dad y ppldabl I I, f h I b I I* I»h yt dby ydl e I Ig
I dy

PAYMENT TERMS

Asbb N &pybl h mmd

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th I «p bl I b«m Ihll I I 8 C p y' yl I h pn f I»gSPPI *In
51 411p

TERM OF CONTRACT

GENERAL TERMS ANO CONDITIONS

Tl*C ay'GalTMC&bn ldby I dpn flhl I ~ dl

Eff cf Up App aiofTheP blc
Se I eCcmms nOfS thC



Second Revised Exhibit N (Exhibit No. (KRJ-4))
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS COMPANY

RATE 15

ELECTRICOY

GENERAL SERVICE
TfMEKTF-USE

AVAILABILITY

I * I go eh**dd*tm I syd f p a dlghtnm I Is dha ~ p akde M fl Ih 1000KW Th dmsmg
Ih Ih I alai»d 9 thp mdtl I -p kd d d 1000KW OI « I igbsly d Ih I hm I*hi I Inlet

M

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

nh* \ g 0 h 160hhmV II~ Mph tlh Pl fib C P y

RATE PER MONTH

$20 15

E gyCh g.
n 0 p kK h

I. M IhamJ nms pie b

7 M it Ofo I I -M

e on.p krt n

F t1 000 ff- e kK hm

$016511 p K

$0.1O961 p K h

$007916 pm K h

E 1,000 If-~ kK h O $0 0037a p Knh .
DETERMINATION OF ON-PEAK HOURS

A. On-Peak Hou s:.sepia te
Tl p k e h amd I d theho b I e loop ~ 900F. , M dayF d*y ecfmn&honday '

Dlbamy
Th -p akm -s houmaredef edaslhoseho mtel ensogam. -Higgs and600pm. Iggopm.
Mod yFdy Id ghldy

a. Off-P ak H

'H Id y N 7 7 0 y, Me I Oay, Imfepa& e D y, L b 0 y Tha k 9 g D y d Ch stm 1 0 7

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th* Ihly h me hash*lb b set sit ache gee *I ted elm, pm dad h m. nh rtm sl I amis -6 m fat I' th

adds ioa I nag sab e

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I *I$03378p*K h« idd the my I N M bpll dj I tby d flh Ptl 5 *C fS th

Ca Sa
STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

H . Myh g I e Id I d go p el*1$00036p Khma II f I d age

SALES ANO FRANCHISE TAK

7 Ih at hb dd day ppl bi*falsi, f mh *le* b I I h h yb dby y I I ml Ig
Mdy

POWER FACTOR

dlh p I I fth sl~ 7 stallat I stl lo 65'F. theC pam y dl lib*bit gl ab Mofssy p f clo

PAYIEENT TERMS

habit I dp y bie h d ed

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

ThC ay st hm tht I ddp I t . N taddest f hdmyh th I pylh
d, lt ce ncmt bet mmmt Mam m ~ sl dam * pays I Ine c p wh o I * Inly f sly cham b ml h

TERM OF CONTRACT

The I ctt s adp d ih do I aC I l*f sl f p I I hsba tt I p*~ d fwtl Ih

o ft)y A p t I clstaftbe n nto seen eie ate ct mc t

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITION 5

Tl C p y'so tye dCO dlo seem omal*dby I e * d e part fib I h d I

Eff I UP Appo el of The P blfc
Se eC sso OfSo Ihcafol
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SDUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY

RATE 19

AVAILABIUTT

ELECTR(C(TV

GENERAL SERVICE
CONCURRENT DEMAND

TIME-OF-USE

(Pg I 12)

Th I Ibi tth*c p y d «I, t ~ * f lob es tds gl ~ 0 pm' I d M*I I' . 5 hb spake
lly hah 8 M I II 12 Ig 8 I sh g It l bf d I td d I tl *IIOMKVA ddl, al

d ~ I Th 0 p y th dghtt k f Id I* 6 hi U I b I tiy 8 th p
'

k g p
mal* tty Tns ate ota last ro ld 11 to e o es Ie e m

5 8 de thsmteshdleed*6&et Ih co p yp dg dl ilk g e so te g alp I d ynotb 8 sbl
8 h apl dl mp I hg p an * Ic gy Ie d d

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Aa dgC I, sohm Ih ph I g llh dl o fig h h hah si d died Co 8 y' pe

RATE PER MONTH

Th 0 lyCham eb pldml g I Idl cdbd g Ibl pl dl fo I tt so I Idl tbi*
el I~ 8 d. lh D ash Ch 98 eb em.'dane aybead( tml TheD *sly h 9 8 tt lesslha I m TheD sly

D eslyChage = AC -AC2
f2

Ieh ACI =A al C I U de C 8 t Rale( )

Ac2= a ale stpml ctedU de c c ne Insle

6 15500 p Pm

hl, De d cham

A C IO.P 186 gDe d

15 M Ih IJ -sole beG
2H .S eMoth fodbhM

8 C toff P kBeteD d

I AsoaP8168 0 ad
IV 0 myCh g

8 0 -pe kK I s

I S M Ih OIJ B.S8
2 K .5 M Ih Ofat1 hM

0 OffPe kK I

I AI Oft-P 8k K hu

6 1915 p6 KVA

5 1212 p KVA

356 pe KVA

6 00163 p* K

5 0.05251 pe K

5 0 08155 p KM

BILUNG DEMAND

yh «ha gd dm h y nb*i I g 19M15 I Id d hih yb g 9 If

F Ih ha . Ih m le emakms gd a d h sb the leg ledah* I 8 e Ide d a dd g

F the 0- 8 0 th. lh 0 I ask bat gde and sb th gate of (Uihe I 1 9 tedaft I I
d d dd I glh .8 kl fib I th (2) ghlyp l(80'6)of lb a I 0 Ihd « Id M 9

fh m I ff ~ ok be gde ahdsh sbelh gael slofp foso gpo I edff (1)lh I gmt deh 8 I « I
d d mdd glh*offp*akh* slh 0 -pe k bit gd 0(2)lh l«ld m Ih 0 6 kl si gd M. (3)50
KvApe pe ees stn onp**kt I gae a 6

Ege 5 eUponAppoyafofThePublc
se ce comm saon of spurn ca ogna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC 8, GAS COMPANY

RATE 19

ELECTRICITY

GENERALSERVICE
CONCURRENTDEMAND

TIME-OF-USE

)P ge2of2)

DETERMINATION OF ON-PEAK AND OFF PEAK HOURS

A. On-P k Ho rs D nng 5 mer Mo thar
J n .5 p
Th .p k I da d e h mt I loop -9000, M dy. Fdy, Id ghiday

B 0 -Pe k Hours Du ing Non-Su m Month:
My dOlt
Tn -p as s n arne rn dasiten aen e 1 gop -9cap, M m yt a 1, i d gn td y

H t nap el
Thp k - rh d f Ih*h b I * 500 -1200 m500p .-900 p . M m 1-F d*y,

id ghidy
C. Off.Peak H rsr

'Hid y N ye ' Daym *IDylndep d* Dycb DyTh kgi gDy dCh I uay

ADDITION OR REMOVAL OF A PREMISES

n mdl *Ip s yb *dd d bmq I thai lair (5)ye 01 I to* I* end bym ge fthee lty *le ds
th mlg c I*lot o 1th I I of )5)y It e ddl flh 0 ssno Ig ln I ethl
Ih Hy I by I I I ml, d Ih«l o ds sybe ddd Ih ts *I » th co « lcoeallm:h, lh

dlbea c e Ibm ly hams chprme lgp ss dddlf tsy III t ml pmles d Ihs
d I dibs I d pl adds 0th p anchor I d I fib t«ll . Ih C p y gd i*mt cthe

ppap t*1 alo ch g . nne al ely I thee Ny ddsa ddi I p m nd pefm ett I d Ih Ira I

tern Ibad

esty
ho n mtgly dth Hy 9 I b iheC pa yfo Ihel I I I fco el* I Iheo p y' yt

I the e pe I Id Ih f (5)ya fib se c dale

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F Ic fs033660 K h, Im d Ih e egychaoea d es bl cll dl sl tby*m fib P bl Se ca CO 5 0 fSO Ih

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Thee egy h g 0 Id d g p Imsotsl22p K h I IN f I d g

BILLING AND PAYMENT TERMS

e s n I alc 1st d Ihly ba n E hp 1 n I d d I fo t bfl d th Hy ms m c b md ha
* '

g ~ t ~ p s sar y t, s * y emt 0 mse t a t ~ s. s be ala e * tny t t nates a *m e p y ni

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

F hm *d de Ih I, y ppl bl I la, f h I b I nels hchmyb a~by y
mmlg m I tb dy, sb ddedt Ih monunybsi.

METERING

5 d IN I eb I dd ly Its th C p 1PO d sin al hp issml 9 hshhs I Idt cpbmi
*Is I the gg gti* Id* adf *ah15 Ne I* I Ih mego~Ed Hy yt o dl mbt 1*th ol

g Is dbylheo pa yl 0 slyf d o I. l dmto. e Hy tp d dms ldph ps I h I g
0 hl

TERM OF CONTRACT

Tl c tali edp d Ih d\ 5 I c I N I ct hob h I ap doll 5th I' f5)y n ls
nb te Id sp d d p ddm d I Id

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Tl C pay el h d Ih I d dspe rale H sl d d eb f hd ly h he t py
Ih dg ec cst blas 0-stadamse m* d lade* «py I th*0 p yns I *Ihlyf Ny hag bard 1 h

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th c p y' Gee IT 1 dc dl a nm 1dby f da pn ftm I shml

Effe tye Upon App 0 al Of The Pubic
Se C ion Of South Ca oil a
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC 16 GAS COMPANY

RATE 20

ELECTRICITY

MEDIUM GENERAL SERV)CE

AVAILABILITY

Th *t Ibl I y . d I I I oelh C P ys tm d f po dlgh el e I dl
d 0 175Kvs lte I lablatm 6 I o c.

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

nlt I gC« l, aol rt, lh pl . I & llh dl n eg hen*i eb d dl tl C 0 y' op

RATE PER MONTH

D dCh g*t

H 175KVANSal De. d 3 126050

5 1494 0 KVA

Th bh gd* dgoo I I I*KVA) I eb tl 9 I I f(1)lh Ig tdso t d d d(hcl yb

Septa be Ih I p d g mhs. o (3)s typ e l(60%)ofrhehgh tde m m gd hdelh Its&~ Ihs fo mb Ih gh
M y d I p M g Ih: tt)lh I ld d. (5)75KVA

Pl s E e gy Cha ge.

F 175000

E et m 75000

S. 0 04594 0 Knh

3 004360 0 K h.

MINIMUM CHARGE

The 0 Ihly h gelsln d* d cd I *0 m* Tl 0 pany ay a b Id pp od lm ds th*1 ne

h a I I I elo b I~ pp lod m ga Ih Iho Ip Nappe aloflheC s fo lh* 0 of 0 0 Iinml d

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I I f603366pe 5 h ml I 0*d Ih gy h 9 d 4 bl*tl dl sl Ibyom* flh*P bl Se eC ofso Ih

0

STORM DANIAGE COMPONENT

Th gy h ge b * olde I* d ag p I 1300022p K h I« I I I I d 9 * *

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ih I bit dd 6 y ppl ble I I . I h le b I 4 I * h h ayb as &67am I I I Ig
b dy

PAYMENTTERMS

Abbe* 4 I dp yabl h d d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

c p y ~ r n coa sas tasse pcr eosrt . rano d e 61st swed Iy ne tn t py
eeott e t tat en -st stem a 6 ta o m e Iso 0 yst tn c 0 y t I fttyt aty t menaced sun

TERM OF CONTRACT

Tt I II 00 0 d th ~'I I N I I h gb 0 I 0 d fl Ih I (5)y
A pastes I tsheebe hh I h

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDI7IONS

Th 0 0 y 0 ITe dCO dt a 0 Ihmby t~ ml part fihomi mhed I .

Effgcg eUp App a)of TheP blc
Sen c Com s onofSo th Cant a
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE 21

ELECTRICITY

GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE-DEMAND

IP 9 I *f2)
AVAILABILITY

Th I Ibll y I glh C p y I dam « I p wighlw I dh g I kdd dof50KVA d

a d d f le lha 1.000KVA b I alabl fr sf

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ak g l, dahw, lh Pt, I g th dl o I g hh hyb I dm Ih c* PM P

RATE PER MONTH

II. 0 dCh 9

A D P kl31 9D d

I s * Momn tt se le

2 N s e M th afoot be MayM

5 OffP I BatwD

I.Aaoff. P ski!b D d

E myCh g

A. O-P I K I

$155W

5 19.15 p KVA

$1272 p KVA

5 355 p KVA

15 *M a 0IJ Spis $007wf p Kan

$0 05251 p K

5 Off-Pe k K h

I All off.P kK ~ $004159 p KW

BILUNG DEMAND

Th bit gd d ab dwma I hi KVATh Ig lwf'b I 5 df wp d ybee d d hg
e I *I

Foth I~, lh .p kbbhgd ad haabeth a llegmledgfle I d aw I dd glh .9 I I Ia

F Ih - Ih. lh .pa kt I gd d at II g I f (1)th I g t dfft leds d a eddu gibe
pe kf oflh o « I Ih, (2) ghtyp w t(SD'l, )of lb» lag leddena d gd wlh .p kl * fd N d 9

0
The fl-pakba gd w hab Ih g I I fth fit wp I dd e 11)a lw Idflh 1 leds ad es edd g
Ih ffp kl I a p kbawd d, (2)th I Id d th .p kbs gd d (3)50KVA Ihe .p kba g
d d

DETERMINATION OF ON. PEAK AND OFF-PEAK HOURS

A. O -P kHo 0 I gs e Mo tha
J .5 pl b

Tn pe k e to amass 0 sm to Nb n w loop goop Mo d yFway. fw gn ldays'
B.O -Pe*kH*u sD I gN*.S m M* that

May dooi bw
Tl .p k . I da d 9 h bt loop .900p, M dyFddy, *Id gl fdy

No be Ap I.

Th -p k -S h «d I d th h I I 600 -1200 O d5009 9009.
M d y-Flday. * I dwh fd y

C. Off-P k Ho

'HNN y m N Teens Day, Me N I oay, Indepa denw D y, L b* Day. Th k g w D y d ch l I D y

Effe 0 eUp App IOfTh P bl

5 C s Ol South Ca olna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC 5 GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 21 GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE-DENIANO

(Page 2 tyf

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL ANO VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

sec st oisoaseep* N n « i dao ttee egycnag*ands*a ei*oi di si *tey*m, *rrh*p to s c c ss
clg dc 02

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th* Ny I nms b * I d*a lo ds M p I tsooo22p K h N m isa* *f* I* d ag* s

SALES ANO FRANCHISE TAX

2 th b * St ddd y ppl bl I I . I h I* b le I hh yt dby y t *In*I
g lit dy

PAYMENT TERMS

nsbss nt dpybi h d d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th c p y af shy* * sod* lb I ta&nlspeof No I d d sb I hd ly ~ the

TERM OF CONTRACT

Tl ol II lido 5 I ~ Ml f N I I hab h f p mire Iha sm(5)y Asp
t«t n*iibe nne to e t t at cnimsio

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Theco pa y' o* \2 wc nle p Ndoy fs«w p n rlh tombed I

Effective Upon Approval Of The Pdbirc

Sar iceComms o OfSo IhCarolna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS COMPANY

RATE 21A

ELECTR(C(TY

EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM - GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE-DEMAND

(PM I 12)
AVAILABILITY

Th I u *be* I tao 5 I ff Is 'lusulolheuml250P I 20c sl a c ulna d yRat 21 I 0 llh I

q bly d theo fth tp I I' pp Mbylheso IhC I P ba S C I I I 0 k lll2002223Eom N 200336dal d

J D31 2M3 Tl' I ub I d h Ih d Ipmgcfp tgfo pls slablshed e cepnhee ub 25*dds n I *I I Ih I su

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

nqe I g m160hm. lh ph . I g llh dl y Ig hch hasbesl dadl IheC p y' p

RATE PER SIONTH

D* dCh gr
a o.p ks ~ goe am

15 Moth ofs .Set
2 N 5 e Mo ssofo lobe-M

B OICP I Su QD6

I ASOIIPeakuu qD

E gych

A O.P kKnh

IS M Ih IJ -SPI b Dl
2N .5 M Ih fotb hla G

B Oup I K

all Off-P k K h

5 155 00

$1636 p KVA

5 1111 p* KVA

$356 p KVA

5 007209 pe K h

5 0 D1973 I K h

$003916 p K h

BILLING DEMAND

Th I 9 gd m ds 9th d*dt Ihem m*1 h leKVA The a teg l*dfh * I d df yp d yl «*MM
*agl e

F u 1 Ih, lh -P kblfgd Mhaub s Ig edsha Id ed es edd glh -P kh fth

F Ih - th Ih .pekt, s, gd d 0th th g I f(I)lh tg Id66 t de d * edda gibe
pe k h *flh c I Ih, (2) ghlyp « l(stt'/) fth» IM I dd M I gd Mth 0 .Pa kh flh p«d g

e mo tn

The up Ibs gd d hsb th g I I ft ~ ftb gpss dff O)th lg Iddft I d d Mddg
Iheomp I hu 1 Ih 0 kits gd d(2)lh C la Ide a d Slh pe kbb gde d (3)50KVA I Ih pe kte g
d d

DETERMINATION OF ON-PEAK ANO OFF-PEAK HOURS

J Spl b

Th .p I«h d fl M th h I I e 1000 .9.00p . M d y-F ~ y. Iku gh td y

M 7 do II
Th p k h db d I h bl IDop .900p, M dyady, Id ghldy

N behnp I.

Th -p k .s I «d 6~ 6th h u b I 600 -12 DO M 5 00p Soup

C. Off-P k H

'Hldy amN* Ye DyM * IDy, ldp d*ceDaytb*DyTh kso gDy dCh I Dy

Effect Upon Appro al OI The P bl

Ser ce Comm saon Of South Ca of na
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 21A EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM - GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE-DEMAND

IP ge2 l22

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

F I sl of3033aop Kvm a«lml d Ih a emy shame & s bn *di by d *\ h P oll S C s IS lbC I a

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

eegychags o c o a to aa ege po*totgoooaap K h I i« I u d ge e

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ih b* ebemld*d yappi bi**f, f h N* b * I h h yb* * Mby y I I I Ig I Ib dy

PAYMENTTERISS

SPECIAL PROYISIONS

Th C p y of ihs m Ihl* I d d p 0 0 N am d Ifbel uhd ly he It csf Imy Ih

TERM OF CONTRACT

Tl a*I tl odm d Ih dt f Th co IAMIf lh pe mlpog haltb gl I pemt feg hd p dmlf
th IPIti pp doytl 3 lhC I Pel 0 * d sIN 2002-223.E, m N 2003-3edl&Jly31, 2003 A p

GENERAL TERMS ANO CDNDITIONS

Tl C p*y Gm IT oe dC de«p ldby I d pd ill I hdl

Effeag Upo Approval Ot The Public
Se c Co m oOfS IhC ml a
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE 22 (S)
Avhu Asu n Y

ELECTRICITY

SCHOOL SERVICE

haddlt I yl f g 8 lsght di poco et sh tens *la*fbi f I ht ly Ibleto ~ed
0 d ga he*la Ih Plh ghg d

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ah I gc teohMVtog dph llh pt fib Co p y

RATE PER MONTH

088 F Mle Cha e 3 10 90

Pl E gyCI 9

50.000 K hoCI 3 0 09309 ~ K

30000 K h O 3 0 10098 p K h

MINIMUM CHARGE

T 8lhly 8 Ch 9 h8lllalheb*8 Ic I'8 ch g * staid I *, 0 ddt, h 8 I oe eedf Is)I stt
Id al e»ldigf I I I d I dbylh C p y. lh I 8 y k Ibl d I IVMto of theet

Iopy ~ c p y I adt Iayal Ine csso I M olin det loin t*n gs b

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

Felcot f3033700Khaeclded the entyhni Ma fbi II dist ibye flbPbh3 Cosso fS th

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Thee eey hag abo cthe st d age 0 p* I f300030pe K h I « I I I I d g . *

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T the ah sb add d y pose hie%i st, l ebs*le 8th st * la h h yt IMby I let*Nip alg hne lalbaly.

PAYMENT TERMS

Ahba I do fbi I d d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th C 0 y llf h «da M Ihh st d d 8 f I . 0 d «dl olh C 8 y I Ih lot N kilo

TERM OF CONTRACT

C I I hob h f ad foil thea lslyaspa I I lhho II I h t I hl

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th*0* pay' G IT* a*dc*hob I p Idby I «* d p 0 fib I h d I

Effecl sop* Appo alof The P blc
Se C s DfS* thea I a
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC IL GAS COMPANY

RATE 23

AVAILABIUTY

ELECTRICITY

INDUSTRIAL POWER SERVICE

C p y' st dame I p dight 0 dha g «td d fiodbKW * . 6 *la tbl f

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

Ale at gcr t, 60hen, lh ph e el 'g llh deli m ng hh hadb I del 6 0* p y' o

RATE PER MONTH

~ d CI 6*t

F St 1moKWOIBS Dane d $13600 00
E I 1000KW IBI4 D d $1220 p Kw

The bnl gde am 0 the msl hol Kw) h III Ih ge lest f (l)lhet a legaledgh * I d* 6 s s md( h h yb
gu I Sd mth I lb. (2) ghlyo t(60%) fth l»gh Id d «gd I gth not g" th" IJ

Ih ghgeole b th el Pmmd 0 0 Ih, o (3)nit(60'A) tl ~ hgh Id do ~ d 0th ba g Ih frit b Ih mh
M yl Ih I p ci g Ih, * (ellh I«id* d. ~ (5)lootlKW

Tn t n 6 tn apo e r no ot s e aya r a tc nt ~ tr re e tauo ore*c Io erst t natsetss t I gs'r ~

Pl 6 myCh

AIIK I IB $00e216 p K h

DISCOUNT

Am 4 lotM60Pe Kwofnll gde d llt 6 ed I Ih «ool dlt d I m s g tegooomrt hbl

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th thly h g I ~ d ~ ~ dl dl Th Cmp y y s btdpo~ II M thf ad

Co o y I 6 I tt Ifl b Idmp d dm ih th Ip pp lotth C f0 lb o ge U ted

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRON01

ENTAIL

COSTS

F I I f$033366 K h« tddi Ih my h 0 d e bl Ilo dill Iby d fib Pbl S C fsoth
0

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

The my he b Id I d g ~ I fsoooogorKh f 4 II I sl d age s

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

1 th I sb ddd y apl bl I t, f«h I ob I I hhmyb r*s dby yells I Ig etl
dy

PA VIV EN 7 TERMS

Albo I doybi h d d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th C om«sf h d s I~ 1st d dspcfeale No si d d c nlb f I dory ~ 6 I pys
Ih ddf e e I bl laded cedar d*m * py lolheC p ys 0 *I *Ihlytony tmg b d h

TERM OF CONTRACT

Th I tl lid p d h dt Is C N I Ct bilbo n* I p dl h ft (6)y A p I I«I hss
«e t *a t ete ate cntoc r

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Th Cone y' G * IT * dC*dt «p Idby I d*pn fib I h dr

Effe I Upon App o sl Of The Publ c
SeryceComm stonofS uthC rolna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

RATE 24

AVAILABILITY

ELECTR)C)TY

LARGE GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE

(Pag I f 2)

Th I IO I y I gth C 9 y' I 4 0 I 0 *dlgn cl Is dh g Id* nl*ftoooKW
*o hs otaaiblefo«e I ne

CHARACTER OF SERVICE

nh tsg C 160h nbd Phe, le 0 llhed I OWK 04 h hah Sbeala 4 dlclheC Pa y'SOPe lc

RATE PER MONTH

5 I 40000

BD dbh g 4

n D.p k801 goe a d

15 M Ih tJ Spt I @
2. N .S M Ihs IOIbnM

8 DK.Pe k Blil gn
I asose I 50 ~ 4

Dl. 8 on eh 0 r

a D.p IK
I S M Ih f J .5 pl b G
2 No 5 Mo lh I OP b nM

8 Off.P kK h

I.Agog-P kK h

5 1497 p KW

5 1048 0 KW

5 440 p KW

5 006948 p K h

5 004884 0 K

5 003880 p K h

BILUNG DEMAND

The be gd ds, sb 4 dip the ansi hol KW. 0th p e facto fa c 14 e '
4 e I Ih Iognted Ml » leKW

d dr Ih p k M d.p* ki p M a I 0 85'r. Ih ih C p y 1 dr I I 85'4 Ih IKH l*dfihe

F Ihe * no lbs. lh O.pe ebs gde a d hash*lb* t*g led hh I de d I do g Ih .p kho fthe

peak no *fine e t 0 ~, o D)egttype e i(sovr, )
t' ~ e an ino tedd 0 «w gd grh -p st sottt M d g

Th ff-p Iba gd d hah*lb g I I fib*f0 sgp 0 de«(l)lh *I Ig Idah I d d * Md
0 ff-P kl Ih P its gde ad. n12)lh ronald d I Ih 0 I kba gd* d, (31 000Kw I Ih .P k

DISCOUNT

nd 0 I fs060I KW f ne k d KPekMI gae ad ab aa ed he Ihese I vPPI*d I d er seg 0146.000
h gh*

DETERMINATION OF ON-PEAK HOURS

A On-PeakHo aD ingg Me Mo Ihst
J Bcpl

Th .0 k I d I d tl I b h 1000 .9 00P M day-F day. IIMng esd y

B. 0 -Pe k Ho D I gNo -S Mo ths'
M ya do I I

Tl .p k - h def d Ih h t I 100 ~ .-9000, M My-F dr. Id ghld y

N e I .apl.
Th -0 k ~ h «d 8 d Ih h b t 4 600 -1200 d5000 900p
M d y-F d y, CI dag h Id yt

'
C. Off-P k Ho

'HM y Ne v '
Day, M roy, IM p d Dy, L I D y. The kso ngDy dch I 0 y

Efleclne Upon App oval Of The Public
Sere C is OISoulhCaolna
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC S GAS COMPANY ELECTRICITY

RATE 20 LARGE GENERAL SERVICE
TIME-OF-USE

(Page 2 of2)

MINIMUM CHARGE

Th Ihly ~ h g Ih d d d I ed I Tl Co p y y*e b Id pp*nd lt* M ' thsf

C p y I I *I git ill b capp 0 d g * Ih ih Ip«pp I flheC f Ih p
f'

n I d

ADJUSTMENT FOR FUEL AND VARIABLE ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

o f5033350 Kmc I ded Ih eh gych 0 d e bpcllo dl sl * Ibyode of lb p blas ec 5

SolhC I a

STORM DAMAGE COMPONENT

Th gy h np b I d I td ag po I faoooobp K hnfo I I fa to d gel

SALES AND FRANCHISE TAX

T Ihe I plt addday apl ableslesla, f I fe I see 5 sel hn *ybe*s sedbyay fatso
g tal tody

PAYMENTTERMS

Agbe I d pay bi m d d

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Th C p y,ef h
'

a d e bh155I 5 d pe 0 o 5N I dade 5 ttbefm hm ly h

TERM OF CONTRACT

Th cnt oil*ms edped I 0 * f H « I i*et o* I p d fl Ih h f5)y NA p*
hah b I h le I a hi

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Tteco p y' o astra mc dao s m mn at dby ree e m pan trna

Effect ye Upon Appm al Of The Pubic
Setule C mmf s nofSouthca I a
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

ELECTRIC CONTRACTED RATES

Name of Customer Rate

State Line Accounts* 23

U. S.Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations

gase Contract

gas c Faut Char e
Ftrst 20 000 Kw

Exc sso er20000Kw

~Eer Char e:
Alt KWhr.

$1,400 00$1037 pe KW

$12.20 per KW

$0 04216 per KWhr

INTERNATIONAL PAPER
Eastover Mills

Economy power nate Admi islrati e Charg s $140000 pe month

Fuel coslofhighe tco lgener ton
nrt or pu chased power (other than

co eneraaon I s $ D.01D99 pe KWhr

Standby P r Rat

F elmstofhghe tco lgene lio

u itorp rchasedpo er(olherthan
co eneraeon lus $ D D06DS

Exc ss Dem nd Cha e: $ 17.50

per FWar

per KW

On- eak Jun -Se lember 3 0.32449
$0.1 7988

On-peaS $0 12789

per «WfOay
per KWfoay
pe KWIOay

~Ener Char et
Sa e as that for Economy Power abo e
Exc ss Demand Cha e $1790 p KW

El'fecttve Upon App oval Of The Publrc
Sen ca Comm aeon Of So th Carol na
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P 9 2o12

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC gs GAS COMPANY

ELECTRIC CONTRACTEO RATES

INTERNATIONAL PAPER - continued

0 4 dCh*

E CI *
Co an P o ded KYAR

$036137 pe KnsDay

$0D4216 pe K h.
$014773 pe KVAR

Montenay Charleston Recovery Inc

sta dby p R re

M I I n nceP e Ral

F 01 Ch&

~od Ch *t
Fnt 1325 h of I db

~ea Cha OI'

Off. eak

De dCh r

En Ch r

$140000 P MO Ih

5 549 p* Kw
5 1220 p KW

$00d937 p K h$0 04216 perK h

0 27676 per KW/Day

$0 04216 pe K h

0 I«l dsghtng, *gn I d
d ysghtl g, *l .

' Ae nl I 111925 d1955) dl tm

IdC 1st

N t Il) F I ts f$03335PMKwh e I d d Ih E egych g ds blecl1 dl st e Iby d fth

d ge res apt c l«ted lght g, I d g g I d d ylghl g, h hl $00152pe
KWh

Eff ctvs Up App I of The P bl

S C s OIS thC


